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ABSTRACT 
Kuipers, Thomas Lee. Master of Arts, Purdue University, May 2014. Paths of 
Regression and Renaissance: Comparing Urban Renewal and Revitalization Strategies 
in Two Midwestern Model Towns. Major Professor: Jon C. Teaford. 
This thesis compares and contrasts urban renewal and revitalization strategies in 
Gary, Indiana and Pullman, Illinois over the past century.  These communities were 
founded under the proposed humanitarian ideals of the model town concept, which was 
supposed to offer ideal living and employment conditions for working class Americans.  
Within years of their founding each area reproduced the negative physical and social 
environment the model town concept was meant to protect against.  After decades of 
neglect these areas sought different urban redevelopment plans to fix their environments. 
Gary city officials used traditional urban renewal tactics of slum clearance and 
rebuilding.  These plans led to repeated boondoggles that failed to help the struggling 
city.  The Pullman community avoided the destruction of urban renewal.  Instead, they 
fought for local, state and national historic designation and revitalized their urban setting.  
By investigating the urban redevelopment history of Pullman and Gary, I hope to 
illustrate the destructiveness, ineffectiveness and greed of urban renewal and shed light 
on the possibility of redevelopment through revitalization in an urban environment.   
       1 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
On May 1st 1893 the World’s Columbian Exposition began in Chicago, Illinois 
(Figure 1.1).  The exposition celebrated the four hundredth anniversary of the discovery 
of America and the perceived immense American progress that occurred since 
Columbus’s supposed discovery.  The opening pages of the official guidebook to the 
exposition immediately described the success and progress of the U.S.  It referenced the 
nation’s immense population growth since 1792 from 3,929,212 to approximately 
65,000,000.  It also discussed the success of American industry.  According to the 
guidebook, “we have produced over 1,500,000,000 bushels of wheat since 1880, and 
have increased the mileage of railroads from 30,626 in 1860 to 175,255 miles in 1893.”1  
They cited the period since 1876 as the golden age of American enterprise, American 
industry and American development.  The environment, buildings, and exhibits of the fair 
reflected these impressive advancements in enterprise, industry, and development.  Over 
98,000 incandescent and arc electric lights were used throughout the exposition and 
millions of dollars were spent on waterway improvements, grading, filling, landscape 
gardening, sewage, statuary and other features and adornments.  Every state in the U.S. 
and multiple nations across the world had buildings and exhibits to display their own 
success and progress (Figure 1.2).
1 Flynn, John J. Compiled. Official Guide to the World’s Columbian Exposition. Chicago: John 
Anderson Publishing Company, (1893). Pg. 9. 
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Source: Courtesy of Professor Jeffery Howe, Boston College 
Figure 1.1. View of Exposition from roof of Transportation Building 
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Source: Courtesy of Professor Jeffery Howe, Boston College 
Figure 1.2. Map of 1893 World’s Columbian Exposition 
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Source: Courtesy of Professor Jeffery Howe, Boston College 
Figure 1.3. The Transportation Building 
Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 1.4. Early Pullman 
        5 
	  
One of the most important and diversely represented buildings of the entire 
exposition was the Transportation Building (Figure 1.3).  The 960 by 256 foot building 
presented the origin, growth, and development of the numerous methods of transporation 
used all over the world.2  Various water vessels, wheeled vehicles, and rail cars were 
presented along with different plans, reports, and literature on transportation of the 
period.  The American display, titled “Railways of the World” was the largest exhibit 
within the Transportation Building comprising nearly 40,000 square feet at a cost of 
$50,000.  In the central part of the display lay the Pullman exhibit.  Inside the exhibit the 
exquisite Pullman Palace sleeper cars were on display with a large model of the Pullman 
town.  In addition to the town model and sleeper cars, round trip visits were scheduled to 
tour the south side Chicago community.  Thousands of exposition visitors took the train 
to see American businessman George M. Pullman’s utopian model community, the social 
and physical culmination of American progress (Figures 1.4-1.5) 
Less than a year after the exposition, the heralded model town was embroiled in 
turmoil connected with a struggling economy.  Business no longer boomed and the 
demand for Pullman’s luxurious sleeper cars diminished.  The amazing progress and 
success that defined the World’s Columbian Exposition in 1893 were gone, replaced with 
one of the greatest labor strikes in American history, the Pullman Strike.  In the aftermath 
of the strike Pullman lost control of his model town.  The failures of Pullman’s utopian 
experiment cast serious doubts upon the model town concept.  The supposed progressive 
ideals of the model town fostered its undoing and American industrialists and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Flynn.	  Official	  Guide	  to	  the	  World’s	  Columbian	  Exposition.	  93.	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Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 1.5. Map of Pullman 
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businessmen needed a new approach to effectively care for and deal with their employed 
population.   
In 1905, steel industrialist Elbert H. Gary founded a model town on the shores of 
Lake Michigan in Lake County, Indiana, thirty miles east of the former model town of 
Pullman, Illinois.  Gary’s model town was a risky endeavor in light of the failures of 
Pullman. The town was built using the Vandergrift plan, encouraging residents to 
purchase their homes rather than rent them from the company.  Gary hoped this model 
town concept could defend against the issues of inner city slums and avoid the 
circumstances that led to the Pullman Strike.  Ironically, their hands-off approach to 
planning guaranteed the paternalistic environment they sought to avoid.  The majority of 
employees could not afford home ownership and were forced to rent.  The city quickly 
fell into disarray and experienced a major labor strike in 1919 that once again disputed 
the efficacy of the model town.   
By the 1960s both Pullman and Gary faced many of the social and physical ills 
the model town was meant to defend against.3  In response to these issues they 
established urban renewal and revitalization programs.  Each area sought different means 
to fix their surroundings.  Pullman residents worked to have their community declared a 
local, state and national historic landmark and utilized public and private funding to 
restore their pre-existing environment.  Gary used their urban renewal programs to 
remove pre-existing structures and replace them with privately sponsored commercial 
ventures.  Over the following decades the urban initiatives they put in place reflected 
3 The residential area of Pullman historically known as the model town is situated on the 
southernmost point of the Pullman area.  This small space, delineated in the U.S. Census as Tract 
5003, is only a portion of greater Pullman, which includes Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003.  This 
area is west of Lake Calumet and stretches north to south from 95th to 115th and is bound by 
South Cottage Grove Avenue on the western side. 
       8 
their changing environments.  The Pullman neighborhood’s plans were arguably 
successful.  After forty years of revitalization the American Planning Association named 
it one of America’s 10 Great Neighborhoods in October of 201l  (Figure 1.6).  
Conversely, Gary declined immensely.  It experienced years of physical and social decay 
and was declared the murder capital of the world in 1994.  It appeared that the Pullman 
community’s decisions to invest revitalization funds into fixing and maintaining the 
area’s physical setting, environment, and infrastructure worked and Gary’s decision to 
invest in profit-driven urban renewal initiatives was unsuccessful.    
How did Pullman’s choice to invest in urban revitalization through historic 
preservation assist in rejuvenating the community?  Why did Gary’s choice to promote 
traditional urban renewal initiatives fail?  What can we learn by comparing these two 
community’s approaches to urban renewal and revitalization? 
       9 
Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 1.6: Historic Pullman Foundation President Mike Shymanski accepting honor 
from American Planning Association for Pullman being a Top 10 Great Neighborhood to 
Live in 2011 
10 
CHAPTER 2. PULLMAN’S UTOPIAN EXPERIMENT VS. GARY’S CITY OF THE 
CENTURY 
Model towns arose as a response to inner city slum living conditions produced by 
rapid population growth and technological advancements of the industrial revolution.  
American businessmen hoped that if they built communities with employee housing in 
close proximity to their jobs set in an aesthetically pleasing environment they could avoid 
many of the issues in inner city slums.  Model towns were an outgrowth of the company 
town, which provided workers with housing in close proximity to employment, all under 
a single enterprise.  Visitors, journalists, and labor officials distinguished early model 
towns from company towns by their ability to combine manufacturing with attractive and 
healthful working and living conditions.1  In addition to physical differences, model town 
owners imposed unique rules and laws to further ensure social order.  Often saloons and 
unions were outlawed in the name of protecting the citizens. According to George M. 
Pullman, it “was to the employer’s interest to see that his men are clean, contented, sober, 
educated and happy.”2  By combining social order with physical and aesthetic harmony, 
model town owners hoped to establish defensive barriers against the filth, illness and 
crime typical of urban industrial slums. 
1 Garner, John S. Ed. The Midwest in American Architecture. Chicago: University of Illinois 
Press, (1991). Pg. 1. 
2 Buder. Stanley. Pullman: An Experiment in Industrial Order and Community Planning 1880-
1930. New York: Oxford University Press, (1967). Pg. 40. 
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Source: Courtesy of Jon Farman 
Figure 2.1. Model town of Saltaire, England taken in 2010 
12 
Source: Courtesy of Pullman State Historic Site 
Figure 2.2. Types of Pullman homes 
13 
George Pullman researched the concept of the model town throughout the 1870s.  
His first contact with a model town was during his visit to Saltaire, England in 1873 
(Figure 2.1).  According to Pullman’s close friend Thomas Grant, “(he) and his architect 
had explicitly employed Saltaire as a prototype for the town they built on the Illinois 
prairie.”3  Seven years after his visit, Pullman decided to put his vision into practice.  His 
Palace Car Company was based in Chicago so logically he wanted to choose a location 
near the city.  Chicago was also one of the largest railroad towns in America during this 
period, building his cars in or near Chicago placed his product directly into an already 
thriving market.  Because of the speculative nature of real estate investment in and 
around Chicago, Pullman was forced to purchase the majority of the land secretly and 
piecemeal.  Pullman used his friend Colonel James H. Bowen as a proxy.  Bowen 
purchased approximately 3,000 acres from 75 different owners for about one million 
dollars before local landholders discovered his intentions.4  After this Pullman purchased 
another 1,500 acres.  With 4,500 acres on the western side of Lake Calumet Pullman 
planned his model town on 500 acres of the southernmost portion with plans for 
expansion northward of the factory complexes.  He announced the location of his 
proposed town to the public in late April of 1880 and unveiled plans that included houses 
for his workingmen.5  According to Pullman, “the object in building Pullman was the 
establishment of a great manufacturing business on the most substantial basis possible, 
3 Zukowsky, John.  Ed. Chicago Architecture 1872-1922: Birth of a Metropolis. Munich: Prestel-
Verlag, (1987). Pg. 176. 
4 McLean, John. One Hundred Years in Illinois, 1818-1918: An Account of the Development of 
Illinois in the First Century of Her Statehood. Chicago: Peterson Linotyping Company, (1919). 
Pg. 229. 
5 Buder. Pullman. 38. 
14 
recognizing… that the working people are the most important element which enters into 
the successful operation of any manufacturing enterprise.”6   
The physical environment of the model town in south Pullman was a modern 
marvel in late 19th century America.  Houses of varying types meant to fulfill the needs of 
different sized families within different income groups occupied each block.  All the 
homes were at most two rooms deep to allow for maximization of light and ventilation 
(Figure 2.2).  According to Norbert. J. (Pete) Pointner, “adding to the richness and 
identity of each street were structural and artistic variations in detailing, landscaping, roof 
line, lintels, chimney configuration and brick coloring.”7  In addition to the quality of 
housing, the residents of Pullman enjoyed various city services.  According to William 
Adelman, “front lawns were mowed by the company, sprinkled, and kept free of papers.  
Garbage cans were furnished by the company and they were collected regularly, cleaned, 
and returned.”8  But these benefits came at a cost in personal liberty.  The local library 
and theater only contained material approved by the company and all homes were subject 
to random inspection to insure the tenants maintained the housing.   One newspaperman 
quipped, “the corporation trims your lawn and attends your trees; the corporation sweeps 
your streets, and sends a man around to pick up every cigar stump; the corporation does 
6 Buder. Pullman. 42. 
7 A Summary of Information on the South Pullman District, Chicago, Illinois. Chicago: 
Commission on Chicago Historic and Architectural Landmarks, (June 1972). Pg. 31. 
8 Adelman, William. Touring Pullman: A Study in Company Paternalism – A walking guide to 
the Pullman Community in Chicago, Illinois. Chicago: Illinois Labor History Society, (1977). Pg. 
23.
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practically everything but sweep your room and make your bed, and the corporation 
expects you to enjoy it and hold your tongue.”9 
In the summer of 1893 an economic depression hit the country and the Pullman 
Company was forced to reduce its workforce from 5,000 to 900.  They refused to lower 
rent in accordance with wage reduction and the employees began to strike in May of 
1894.  At the outset of the strike only Pullman employees living in the community were 
involved, but things changed on June 15th when Eugene Debs, president of the American 
Rail Union (ARU), sent representatives to the Pullman Company to discuss grievances.  
The Company declined any communication from the ARU on the grounds that they did 
not represent the Pullman strikers.10  Pullman’s unwillingness to meet with the ARU 
prompted Debs to send a notice to Pullman, warning him that members of the ARU 
would refuse to handle Pullman cars and equipment.11 Within two months of the strike it 
was a national issue.  The ARU, representing the strikers, had 150,000 members across 
the country and the General Managers Association (GMA), representing Pullman 
Company, had 220,000 employees working on 40,000 miles of road.12   By the end of 
June nearly 50,000 ARU men were striking on all lines.13  The GMA responded to the 
strike by ordering that cars carrying mail be attached to Pullman cars.  The stoppage of 
mail and the escalating violence forced President Grover Cleveland to send federal troops 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 Mix, Sheldon A. Boulevards & Quiet Streets: Mr. Pullman’s Model Town. Chicago Magazine, 
(Winter, 1965). Pg. 52. 
10 Yellen, Samuel. American Labor Struggles: 1887-1934. New York: Monad Press, (1974). Pg. 
112. 
11 Buder. Pullman. 179. 
12 Yellen. American Labor Struggles. 109. 
13 Buder. Pullman. 181. 
16 
into Illinois.  U.S. General Nelson A. Miles arrived in Chicago on July 10th with 2,000 
troops and arrested Debs and other ARU leaders and forced them to call off the strike. 
Pullman won the battle but his experiment in planning was a failure.  Bitterness 
and resentment haunted the man who wished to create a perfect community for his 
employees.  Upon his death in 1897, “elaborate preparations had been made to assure that 
Pullman was more secure from encroachment of the living world than any of the 
Egyptian monarchs supposedly resting under the ponderous weight of the pyramids.”14  
His lead-lined mahogany casket was lowered into a pit the size of an average room, lined 
on the floor and walls with eighteen inches of concrete and then wrapped in tarpaper, 
covered in asphalt, and covered concrete.  On top of this steel rails were laid at right 
angles, bolted together and also sealed in concrete before the whole plot was resodded 
(Figure 2.3).  The extent of Pullman’s burial fortifications illustrated the fear  
and hatred his dystopia produced as a result of its catastrophic failure.  A year after 
Pullman’s death the homes were sold to the residents and Pullman blended into the south 
side cityscape as just another neighborhood.  
The failure of Pullman’s model town was attributed to multiple factors.  Richard 
T. Ely predicted its downfall nearly a decade earlier in his February 1885 Harper’s 
Magazine article.  After visiting in 1884, Ely commended George Pullman for many of 
the amazing features of his model town but complained, “certain unpleasant features of 
social life in that place are soon noticed by the careful observer.”15  He discovered that 
the Pullman population was extraordinarily unstable.  One woman he interviewed was a 
14 A Summary of Information on the South Pullman District, Chicago, Illinois. 16. 
15 Ely, Richard T. “Pullman: A Social Study.” Harper’s Magazine. Vol. 70, (February 1885). Pgs. 
452-466. 






Source: Courtesy of Matt Hucke 
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three-year resident of Pullman but could only identify three other families in the town 
that were there when she arrived.  Ely asked the woman if living in Pullman was similar 
to a hotel and her response was “we call it camping out.”16  This population instability 
was attributable to the extreme leasing conditions the Pullman Company placed on 
residences.  Tenants were expected to keep their residences clean and organized.  
Random tenant inspections resulted in evictions with only ten-day notices.  The level of 
perfection expected by George Pullman meant residents had to keep the exterior and 
interior of their homes to his standard.   
Ely also pointed out the obvious issues of a population employed and housed by a 
single enterprise.  The economic and social power of George Pullman and his Palace car 
company in Pullman was absolute.  George Pullman was an industrial dictator.  He 
controlled his residents’ food, shelter and income all without any oversight.  Ely was also 
concerned with the lack of local government.  According to Ely, “the free discussion of 
local affairs, and the full responsibility for what is done and not done, have ever been 
held to be an education of the mind, a means to develop the qualities most useful in a 
citizen of a republic and a training for larger public duties… Yet in Pullman this all 
disappears.  The citizen is surrounded by constant restraint and restriction, and everything 
is done for him, nothing by him.”17  All these issues led Ely to argue that Pullman the 
town was un-American and feudalistic.  He believed that George Pullman’s paternalistic 
hold over his model town would be his undoing.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 Ely. “Pullman: A Social Study.” 
17 Ely. “Pullman: A Social Study.” 
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Paternalism in some way was ultimately responsible for the downfall of 
Pullman’s model town.  Similar to Ely, urban historian Stanley Buder argued that the lack 
of an outlet for social, communal, and work related issues led to Pullman’s failure.  
According to Buder, “(grievances) tended to overlap and fester…(Pullman) was not only 
unable to resolve existing social problems but indeed engendered new ones.”18  Without 
any form of legitimate government Pullman citizens lived at the whims of the company.  
By the time of the Pullman strike, so many compounding issues built up that the poor 
economy and layoffs were merely the final straw in what was decades of ignorant 
leadership.  Historian Joseph C. Bigott provided a different argument.  According to 
Bigott, Pullman’s ultimate failure lay in the company’s unwillingness to separate the 
employer/landlord relationship.  The company laid off employees owing to dwindling 
demand for sleeper cars, but continued to take rent from the citizens and the employees 
fought back.  Bigott also argued that the failure at Pullman indicated an important change 
in American economies: “the Pullman strike signaled the end of a locally controlled 
economy and the emergence of a corporate form of capitalism where ultimate power 
resided at a distance far removed from local control.”19  In many ways this triumph of 
corporate capitalism signified the end of an era and the start of a new one, where model 
towns like Gary were monitored and controlled from a distance and the company had 
little influence on residential affairs. 
The failures at Pullman terrified city planners and businessmen alike.  In the 
planning and construction of Gary, Indiana, U.S. steel executives hoped to avoid a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 Buder. Pullman. 229. 
19 Bigott, Joseph C. From Cottage to Bungalow: Houses and the Working Class in Metropolitan 
Chicago, 1869-1929. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, (2001). Pg. 92. 
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Pullman-like disaster by encouraging citizens to purchase their homes instead of renting 
them from the company.  According to Indiana Steel Company President Eugene J. 
Buffington, “the most successful attempts at industrial social betterment in our country 
are those furthest removed from the suspicion of domination or control of the 
employer.”20  For the site Gary acquired approximately 9,000 acres of land for about $7.2 
million dollars, or $800 an acre.21  U.S. Steel officials said the town would be a “model 
one” and they predicted, “within four or five years to have a population of fully 100,000 
people.”22  The residential and commercial area was laid out in a typical gridiron pattern 
with two main cross streets at Broadway and Fifth Avenue.  According to Robert Catlin, 
“No attention was given to contemporary city planning techniques such as wide diagonal 
streets radiating from central nodes, the integration of open space with residential land 
use, and the protection of natural features such as lakes, rivers, and woodlands” and “no 
professional city planners were hired by U.S. Steel to design Gary.”23  Ironically, some of 
the finest planners in the country designed the factory complexes.  As a result, the 
proposed model town was nothing more than a glorified company town from its 
inception. 
The planning negligence in Gary immediately created a housing problem.  Most 
U.S. Steel employees were unable to purchase lots and build homes under the Gary Land 
Company’s (GLC) strict regulations.  U.S. Steel executives and other wealthy citizens 
purchased homes, but the majority of citizens were forced to rent from the company.   
20 Lane, James B. “City of the Century”: A History of Gary, Indiana.  Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, (1978). Pg. 30. 
21 Lane. “City of the Century”. 28. 
22 “A New City to Rise About Big Steel Plant.” New York Times: April 25, 1906. Pg. 1. 
23 Catlin, Robert A. Racial Politics and Urban Planning: Gary, Indiana 1980-1989. Lexington: 
The University Press of Kentucky, (1993). Pg. 17. 
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Most of the 506 homes built by the GLC in the first subdivision between 1906 and 1909 
were rented for twenty-three to forty-two dollars per month.24  This price was 
unreasonable for the average laborer who earned 16.7 cents an hour in 1912.  In response 
to this shortage, the GLC built fifty four-room homes in the first subdivisions nicknamed 
‘double drygoods boxes’ and rented them at twelve to thirteen dollars per month.  Even at 
this rate the white foreign-born unskilled laborers struggled to cover a months rent.  
According to James B. Lane, “the rents were so high and the housing shortage so severe 
that tenants took in boarders.”25  One observer in 1909 reported that 38 four-room 
dwellings contained 152 rooms and housed 428 people.26  Despite their best intentions 
the GLC effectively became the landlords of the majority of U.S. Steel’s workforce.  
Their goal to avoid the paternalism of Pullman immediately failed and an almost 
complete lack of city planning further complicated the GLC’s new role as landlords.  
According to Mohl and Betten, “in its major physical characteristics the largest of all 
planned company towns in the United States grew into a dreary, grimy industrial city 
(and) emerged as a sort of testing ground of twentieth-century urban civilization.”27   
The racial tension in Gary was also immediately prevalent.  As early as 1910 
Gary contained the majority of Lake County’s black citizens.  Suspension of European 
immigration in the 1920s created a demand for employment in the industrial Midwest and 
stimulated black migration from the South (Figure 2.4).  The 1920 census showed the 
population of Lake County was 159,957 and Gary accounted for 55,378 of the county.  
24 Mohl, Raymond A. and Neil Betten. Steel City: Urban and Ethnic Patterns in Gary, Indiana, 
1906-1950. New York: Holmes & Meier Publishing, Inc., (1986). Pg. 18. 
25 Lane. “City of the Century”. 30. 
26 Mohl and Betten. Steel City. 18. 
27 Mohl and Betten. Steel City. 25. 
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Of the 55,378, the majority was white, but the black citizenry comprised 5,209.  In 1930, 
census data showed Gary’s black population reached 19,435 of the 100,428 citizens.  The 
unskilled labor available to these incoming black citizens meant they were forced to live 
under conditions similar to those of their white foreign-born neighbors, except the black 
citizens faced the added discrimination and segregation that accompanied American 
blackness.  The black housing crisis was significantly complicated by institutional racism 
in Gary.    Gary builders and realtors only sold south side lots to black families.  
According to Mohl and Betten, “U.S. Steel policies supplemented those of private 
developers and realtors.  In building houses for its workers, the giant corporation 
established a segregated pattern as early as 1910.”28  Some house deeds contained 
restrictions that prohibited reselling to black families, and white owners of rental units 
only rented south side properties to black citizens.  As a result of the combined 
segregation, discrimination and neglect of Gary’s black citizens, south side 
neighborhoods immediately became a slum. 
 There was also a sharp divide between skilled and unskilled workers in Gary.  
The unskilled workers were predominantly white foreign-born or minorities and lived in 
the poorest housing sections of Gary.  The skilled laborers comprised an important 
middle class of Gary citizens that acted as a buffer between the power elite and unskilled 
laborers.  According to sociologist Edward Greer, “all the managerial, professional, and 
clerical jobs in the Gary Works were reserved for native-born Protestants.  Native-born 
whites and ‘old immigrants’ were given virtually all of the jobs as foreman and the vast 
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majority of the skilled craft jobs.”29  The wage gap between positions as a skilled or 
unskilled laborer was sizeable.  In 1910 a skilled worker in a Gary plant expected an 
annual income of $1,100, which was double that of an unskilled laborer.30  This wage gap 
created a social hierarchy in Gary where foreign-born white citizens had to fight for 
legitimacy as white Americans to receive ample opportunity.  As the new immigrant 
population dwindled in later years, the number of foreign-born whites diminished in 
Gary.  New immigrants became old immigrants and their children were native-born white 
Americans with the social and economic privileges that label entailed. 
The ability of foreign-born white urbanites to ‘become white’ provided 
opportunity for them that was not available to black Garyites.  In Khalil Gibran 
Muhammad’s Condemnation of Blackness he describes black barriers to whiteness in 
early and mid twentieth century urban America in terms of criminality.  According to 
Muhammad, “the various ways in which writers and reformers imagined black people as 
inferior to and fundamentally different from native whites and immigrants in the early 
twentieth century had a direct impact on the allocation of social resources for preventing 
crime in all communities, with the smallest amount flowing to black communities.  
Native whites and immigrants were much more likely to benefit directly from the most 
thoughtful and forward-thinking (or progressive) social work and social science…”31 In 
Gary this meant the segregated black areas of the city were not only neglected 
economically and physically but also legally and socially.   Like many urban centers in 
29 Greer, Edward. Big Steel: Black Politics and Corporate Power in Gary, Indiana. New York: 
Monthly Review Press, (1979). Pg. 75. 
30 Greer. Big Steel. 76. 
31 Muhammad, Khalil Gibran. The Condemnation of Blackness: Race, Crime, and the Making of 
Modern Urban America. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, (2010). Pg. 273. 
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early twentieth century America, vice and crime in Gary thrived in predominantly black 
areas because of a convergence of poor living conditions, limited employment 
opportunities, and a lax approach to enforcement of legal codes.  The displacement of 
crime from white areas to black areas of Gary reinforced white perceptions of black 
criminality.  Black areas increasingly became considered the dangerous parts of the city.  
This created a lasting image problem in Gary. 
 Federal legal codes also altered the social status of foreign-born white and black 
Americans.  The children of white immigrants born on U.S. soil were native-born white 
citizens and provided with various programs meant to assimilate immigrant children into 
U.S. society.32  Black American’s experienced a very different path to citizenship in the 
U.S.  A history of slavery and oppression came with centuries of dehumanization, racism, 
and stereotypes that created physical and social myths about black inferiority. In the 
decades following the Civil War the inability of black Americans to match native white 
Americans in wealth, education, and social mobility reinforced centuries old stereotypes 
and myths of American blackness in the eyes of many white Americans.  Unlike the 
foreign-born whites of the early twentieth century, native white Americans were not 
interested in helping post-Civil War black Americans assimilate.  White Americans 
expected emancipated slaves to assimilate to free American society without assistance.  
Although there was not a language barrier like that faced by some turn-of-the-century 
European immigrants, newly freed black citizens lacked education, savings, and most 
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forms of basic community structure.  Oppressive segregationist laws geared toward black 
Americans multiplied the devastating effects associated with this lack of community 
infrastructure.  The 1896 separate but equal ruling from Plessy v. Ferguson and the Jim 
Crow laws of the south permitted states to create segregationist laws that ultimately 
limited black American’s access to many public and private facilities and events.  As a 
result it was extraordinarily difficult for black Americans to gain equal social and 
economic footing in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  In Gary this all 
translated into the marginalization of a large portion of the population into a second-class 
status. This did not occur in Pullman where the population was 99.9% native and foreign-
born white until the 1970s. 
Both Pullman and Gary fashioned themselves as model towns during their 
founding years, but neither achieved this goal.  Pullman’s effort was arguably more 
successful.  For over a decade the community prospered and thrived under the 
paternalistic care of George Pullman and his Palace Car Company.  The 1893 Chicago 
World’s Fair literature lauded Pullman as the greatest city in the world and fair attendees 
took guided tours of the model town.  The Pullman strike, only months after the World’s 
Fair concluded, tarnished the glorious international reputation garnered from the Fair’s 
exposure.  Gary was planned and constructed in the wake of this negative publicity.  
Model towns’ conjured images of the Pullman strike in the minds of American 
businessmen and city planners.  This fear led Gary officials to separate themselves 
publicly from any Pullman-like planning initiatives.  They hoped that if they provided 
near total individual liberty for their workforce they could avoid Pullman’s paternalism.  
This quickly created the same living conditions Gary planners sought to avoid.  But the  
27 
Source: Courtesy of the Northwest Indiana Genealogical Society-Steve Shook Collection 
Figure 2.5. Some of the early low-quality housing in Gary 
28 
perception that Gary’s planners used a hands-off approach to benefit the citizens is 
suspicious.33  Arguably Gary’s planners used the Pullman disaster as an excuse not to 
plan and invest in the city’s infrastructure.  Instead they directed all their attention to the 
state-of-the-art factory complexes at U.S. Steel.  George Pullman’s town was a spectacle 
because of its factory complexes as well as its commercial and residential zones.  To 
describe Gary as a ‘model town’ was incorrect.  It was instead a glorified company town 
from its inception. Gary planners sought profit over public health and public amenities.  
This profit-first mentality defined Gary in the following decades. 
In Pullman, the community benefited from George Pullman’s dedication to 
planning and high-quality residential housing.  This extraordinary attention to detail and 
strength in the construction of Pullman’s homes laid the groundwork for a possible future 
of historic designation.  Without such high quality housing, historic designation would 
have been significantly less likely.  In Gary, nearly all the initial housing, particularly for 
unskilled workers was of very poor construction (Figure 2.5).  The extremely low quality 
and quickly constructed ‘double dry goods boxes’ lacked basic necessities and were 
extremely overcrowded.  Had Gary officials placed considerably more time and effort 
into the construction of worker housing for the unskilled laborers the physical 
environment of Gary would have been admirable from its inception.  The GLC’s refusal 
to provide quality housing in Gary’s formative years had a lasting effect.  Gary’s lack of 
city planning and extremely low-quality housing dovetailed with their forced paternalism, 
growing racial tensions and quickly rising population. This potent brew created serious 
problems for Gary that were not present in Pullman. In the coming decades the façade of 
33 My emphasis. 
29 
Gary’s white middle class hid the grim realities the black community faced.  When Gary 
experienced white flight in the 1960s, the city was left with a population it had neglected 
for over fifty years. 
30 
CHAPTER 3. URBAN NEGLECT, EARLY RENEWAL ATTEMPTS, AND THE 
FEDERAL HOUSING ACTS 
Following the removal of company ownership in 1898 and subsequent selling of 
the homes to residents, the Pullman community took on a different character.  According 
to the 1972 summary report on the South Pullman District,  “As the company sold its 
nonindustrial property, it discontinued its maintenance of buildings and grounds.  Thus 
the parks lost their charming, well-groomed appearance and the houses their ordered, 
uniform look.”1  Porches were removed and added, bricks were painted over and other 
forms of architectural design were modified to meet homeowners specific tastes.  
Another factor contributing to the town’s decline during these years was the large 
population turnover.  After the company switched to all-steel car production, there was 
no longer any demand for skilled workers and they were replaced by unskilled 
immigrants.2  Similar to the unskilled laborers thirty miles away in Gary, these new 
Pullman residents overcrowded the available housing.  According to Buder, “one couple 
with eight children took in several boarders, all sharing a two-room flat.  A common 
complaint was that eight or ten men would occupy a single, small apartment…”3 In 
addition to housing problems, some of the public facilities fell into disrepair and were 
1 A Summary of Information on the South Pullman District. 16. 
2 A Summary of Information on the South Pullman District. 16. 
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destroyed.  In 1913 the schoolhouse was demolished after the Illinois School Board 
refused to purchase the building (Figure 3.1).  In 1926 the destruction of the Arcade 
building followed and with it the Pullman community’s only centralized shopping center, 
further driving out residents (Figures 3.2-3.3).  
During the Great Depression the Pullman community fell into deeper disrepair.  
Property values fell and many of the long-time residents left.  According to Buder, 
“(Pullman) was a run-down, lower-working-class neighborhood pocketed with blight.”4  
Pullman’s population, once over 10,000, dropped to 6,404 by 1930.  In 1931 the top floor 
of the Market Hall suffered a serious fire and was left in its burned state until it was 
removed in 1936 (Figures 3.4-3.5).  Amidst these issues some of the residents pulled 
together and the community showed its first signs of urban revitalization efforts.  
According to a 1936 article in the South End Reporter, there were hopes that south 
Pullman could bloom as a ‘Model Town’ again.  The article promoted the quality and 
sturdiness of Pullman row houses and their low utility cost because the homes were so 
close together that heat dissipated less.5  The local bank also lent a hand in fixing the 
community.  Pullman Trust and Savings President Bartholomew O’Toole spearheaded 
efforts to remodel homes.  According to O’Toole, drastic action was needed to stop the 
erosion of home values.  The Pullman Trust and Savings bank took control of forty-five 
Pullman buildings for revitalization efforts. Of these, the bank demolished two 24-  
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apartment units and one 36-apartment building that were deemed beyond repair.6  Despite 
these efforts, Pullman continued to deteriorate.      
Starting in the 1950s the Pullman-Standard Company demolished buildings 
considered old or obsolete.  The first phase began in 1955 when several buildings were 
razed.7   In February of 1957 the destruction continued with Pullman-Standard Buildings 
5,6,7, and 8 and the sale of  81 acres of property, including twenty-six buildings in the 
area bound by Cottage Grove Avenue, 104th Street, 111th, and the Rock Island railroad 
tracks.8  In March, the Pullman Car Works (building 66) was razed and six months later 
the Speedway Wrecking Company burned down the 258-foot smoke stack at the Works 
(Figures 3.6-3.7).  The destruction of the Car Building Plant in November of 1957 was 
the last Pullman-Standard building to fall that year.  In addition to razing old structures 
the company also refused to maintain some local public services.  In August of 1957 the 
Pullman-Standard owned fire station closed despite local protests after the company 
refused to renew their lease with the city.9 
On February 9th, 1960, local newspapers reported that two architects presented a 
plan to raze Pullman for an industrial park.10  South End Chamber of Commerce 
members Burda and Van Scheltema drafted the plans.  They argued that the land was 
extraordinarily valuable for industrial use and the project replaced old and obsolete  
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housing.11 It was to be part of the general land use plan of the city of Chicago in 1959 and 
included all the land east to west of Lake Calumet to the Illinois Central Railroad, and 
north to south from 95th to 130th, destroying all of Pullman (Figure 3.8).12  Local residents 
immediately organized and responded to the plan. Members of the civil defense 
organization of World War II including Arnold Bader, Bill Barrick, Bill Sheahan, George 
Gregga, Ralph Stanley and Mario Avignone, regrouped and formed the Pullman Civic 
Organization (PCO).13  They scheduled a town meeting at the Greenstone Church on 
March 10th to discuss the proposal and canvassed the area encouraging residents to stand 
up and fight.  In addition to crusading door-to-door they gained the support of local 
religious institutions.  According to Avignone, Reverend Adolph Nalin CB of St. 
Anthony Italian church, the Rev. James E. Sheridan of Holy Rosary Irish church, and  
11Avignone, “Do You Remember Pullman Way Back On…? 1. A quote from the official survey 
prepared by Burda and Van Scheltema concerning the proposed industrial site:   
“Within the Roseland area, there exists a section of multi-family units, a few of which at 
this time are heading toward decay.  Most naturally it would follow that this should be and is our 
oldest section, which was sub-divided as the Town of Pullman.  Upon inspection, it is found that 
there are firetraps existing, with very poor plumbing and, unsafe and inadequate heating.  We 
must of course give praise and credit to many of the people owning homes and living in 
Pullman…their homes have been beautified both inside and outside…they are clean and almost 
quaint.  These same families I am sure, would consider living elsewhere if they were offered a 
very acceptable price for their home and new modern homes could be offered in an area free from 
spotted industry.  This entire section is without question becoming extremely valuable to 
industry, too expensive to remain an old residential area.  It is serviced by excellent travel on the 
city’s finest suburban train.  It has rail and freight facilities and, the convenience of shipping by 
modern highways, and now by water.  The industrial district is the key to Roseland’s prosperity.  
It should be welcomed and a way proposed for it, but yet, control it to a planned district of 
beauty.  In beautifying this industrial district there should be consideration given to maintaining 
monuments, certain landmarks such as the Greenstone Church, the possible refurbishing of the 
old but quaint Florence Hotel that has been the town grow along with its oldest resident.  It is felt 
that all areas east of the I.C. tracks to Doty Ave., between 130th Street and 95th Street could 
eventually be zoned industrial.”  
12 Obtained from Historic Pullman Foundation (HPF) President Mike Shymanski. 
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Figure 3.8. Map of entire Pullman community.  Historic Pullman is located in the 
southernmost Tract 5003.
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Frank Coats of the Pullman United Methodist Church all vocally supported the PCO’s 
efforts.  When the public meeting was held, the well-organized PCO managed to get 
practically the entire town to turn out in vociferous protest and shortly after the plan for 
the industrial park was dropped.14  With the help of the PCO, Pullman residents saved 
their community and greater Pullman from destruction but according to a Beman 
Committee report it was still “a grimy part of south Chicago.”15 
Gary’s early years were similarly sewn with conflict, deterioration, and small 
victories.  In 1919 the city experienced its first labor strike following a massive boom in 
the steel market during World War I.  Most laborers at U.S. Steel worked 12-hour days, 
seven days a week for unreasonably low pay (Figures 3.9).  When asked about the 
overworked Steel employees the Gary Mayor responded, “more workmen steal time on 
the job in Gary than in any other place in the United States…Go into the plants and you 
will see men sitting around doing nothing— machinery does everything.”16  On Saturday, 
September 22nd, 1919 worker grievances hit a fever pitch when the company refused to 
bargain for shorter hours and higher pay.  Led by John Fitzpatrick, president of the 
Chicago Federation of Labor, and William Z. Foster, a former member of the radical 
International Workers of the World (IWW), over three hundred thousand workers went 
out on strike.17  The company fought back with traditional and time-tested anti-union 
tactics.  They used police and military repression and encouraged vigilante violence 
against the workers and imported black and Mexican strikebreakers to the mill.  
14 A Summary of Information on the South Pullman District. 7. 
15 “Report of the Beman Committee for the Preservation of Historic Pullman.” 
16 Lane. “City of the Century.” 90. 
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They denied the strikers First Amendment rights of speech, press, and assembly and 
started a systematic propaganda campaign that depicted the workers as misled by radical 
labor organizers and the strike itself as a Bolshevik threat to American society.18  These 
same tactics were used successfully throughout Gary history to deal with labor struggles 
at U.S. Steel.  In the process the corporation divided the Gary community on multiple 
levels.  The use of black Garyites and Mexicans as strikebreakers further complicated 
what was already a deeply segregated society.   
The onset of the depression hit Gary and the entire Calumet region particularly 
hard.  According to James B. Lane, “Gary (was) essentially a polluted, vice-ridden, 
racially segregated mill town whose fate depended on decisions made in Washington and 
Pittsburgh.”19  Gary’s dependence on the steel industry created huge labor problems.  
Employment at the steel mills sunk below 30% capacity and jobs were so scarce that 
rumors of openings at the mill attracted thousands of applicants.20  As a result of the 
severe unemployment, Gary received federal aid through some of President Roosevelt’s 
New Deal programs.  In the fall of 1933 Gary saw its first federal aid from the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration (FERA).  In the winter of 1933 the newly formed Civil 
Works Administration (CWA) under Harry Hopkins started projects all over Gary.  
According to Lane, “4,500 CWA workers refurbished parks, repaired railroad crossings 
and highways, built a football stadium at Horace Mann High School and maintained a 
transient center.”21  In 1935, the Works Progress Administration (WPA) started small 
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community projects all over the city.  Despite these efforts many citizens remained 
dissatisfied. They complained about low wage scales, wasteful projects as well as racism 
and favoritism among WPA supervisors and bosses.  By 1936 the local newspaper 
regarded most WPA projects as boondoggles.22  Despite the negativity many praised the 
New Deal programs.  By 1938 half of the $35 million in New Deal monies sent to Lake 
County went to Gary and the WPA employed more than 5,000 citizens.23  
During World War II steel mills in Gary produced massive amounts of products 
for the war effort.  This consistent demand created opportunities for minority citizens in 
Gary out of the necessities of war.  Prior to U.S. entrance, the Gary Works operated at 
ninety percent capacity, yet blacks citizens were still limited in their employment 
prospects.  Black Garyites constituted one-fifth of the city’s population in 1940, but 
accounted for one-third of the city’s unemployment.24  Entry into the war resulted in a 
labor shortage and forced the company to rely on Gary’s black, Mexican, and female 
population to fill their workforce.  By 1941 Indiana’s black labor force increased by fifty 
percent and a year later another eighty-two percent.25  This boost in employment for 
Gary’s minority populations had some lasting effects, but ended when the white male 
population returned from the war.  Black, Mexican, and female workers were driven out 
of their jobs and forced into lesser roles or displaced into previous positions.  According 
to Greer, “few black workers actually lost their jobs, (but) the return of demobilized 
white workers who reclaimed their positions resulted in black workers finding themselves 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 Lane. “City of the Century.” 184. 
23 Lane. “City of the Century.” 185. 
24 Greer. Big Steel. 94. 
25 Greer. Big Steel. 94. 
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‘bumped down’ in the mill.”26  This experience was perhaps worse for the city’s female 
population who were essentially unwelcome in the mills following the war.  One steel 
manufacturer quipped, “We have tried to rid our plants of female labor.”27  Regardless, 
black, Mexican, and female Garyites maintained the mills during the war, both helping 
the war effort and sustaining operations while the main labor force fought overseas.   
Beginning in the 1950s, Gary’s white citizens slowly left residential areas for 
nearby smaller communities in Lake County, but downtown Gary thrived without any 
substantial competition to its role as the regional center for retail shopping, business 
transactions, professional services, and entertainment (Figure 3.8).28  According to Catlin, 
“in 1950, citywide retail sales reached an all-time high, with 14,000 jobs in the 
downtown area, including 8,000 in the central business district.”29  By the middle of the 
decade other suburban shopping centers in communities around Gary drew away local 
consumers.  The construction of suburban shopping centers and malls flourished across 
the U.S. in the 1950s and 60s.  City planners attempted to reverse this trend with the 
implementation of projects meant to bring business back to their respective urban centers. 
According to Catlin, “by 1965, virtually every central city in America with a population 
over 100,000 had prepared and adopted downtown development plans to counter the 
26 Greer. Big Steel. 95. 
27 Rowan, Richard L. The Negro in the Steel Industry. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Press, (1968). Pg. 271. 
28 The period between 1950 and 1960 was the last time Gary’s white population saw an increase.  
The white population grew from 94,585 to 108,980, although in the face of a 10% drop in the 
total population.  In the following decade between 1960 and 1970 Gary’s white population 
dropped immensely from 108,980 to 81,854, beginning a downward trend in the white population 
that still effects the city today (Table 5). 
29 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 21 
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effects of suburbanization.”30  These plans typically focused on pedestrian  
accessibility in an effort to reproduce the suburban shopping experience.  Gary did not 
implement such plans.  The businesses that left Gary for nearby Merrillville and other 
Lake County communities did not return and the remaining businesses struggled to stay 
open without a thriving downtown area.   
From the early 20th century through the 1960s Pullman and Gary in many ways 
travelled parallel paths of decline and decay.  Pullman’s population decline and physical 
neglect left the community nearly undifferentiated from its south side Chicago neighbors.  
Years of decay and demolition almost ensured its total destruction.  But the essence of 
George Pullman’s model community remained vibrant under its tarnished veneer.  The 
quality and design of the Chicago neighborhood and its residential structures allowed 
south Pullman citizens to fight for and resurrect their community.  Without Pullman’s 
initial dedication to create a solid foundation on which to build his model town, the 
community would have been doomed to destruction and replaced with an industrial park.  
Gary on the other hand experienced decline, decay and prosperity concurrently.  U.S. 
Steel profits soared and white citizens established a middle-class buffer zone between 
Gary’s rich and poor.  The institutional racism and segregation in the city guaranteed that 
Gary’s black population was treated like second-class citizens.  The positive image of 
Gary produced by popular media during this period such as Robert Preston’s 
representation of Harold Hill in the 1962 film The Music Man, where he optimistically 
declared to strangers, “I’m from Gary, Indiana!!” masked percolating racial tensions in 
the city.  In the 1960s the black population of Gary became the majority and many white 
30 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 22. 
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citizens moved to nearby Merrillville and Crown Point.  Median housing values and 
median household income of Gary residents dropped in the midst of white flight.  By the 
end of the 1960s both Pullman and Gary were poised for renewal in the face of decades 
of neglect.   
In response to the physical and social ills similar to those Gary and Pullman 
experienced during this period the federal government created a series of housing acts 
hoping to fix urban America.  The Wagner-Steagall, also known as the Housing Act of 
1937, was the first piece of legislation passed by the federal government that concerned 
urban renewal.  The aim of this act was to remedy unsafe and unsanitary housing 
conditions as well as provide adequate low-cost housing.  The second Housing Act of 
1949 refocused the initiatives of the legislation to deal specifically with the elimination of 
substandard and inadequate housing through the clearance of slums and blighted areas. 
Cleared areas were sold to private redevelopers who agreed to build middle-income 
housing or other appropriate projects for the site.31   The Housing Act of 1954 permitted 
monies from the renewal fund to be used for public and civic projects rather than just 
residential projects.  This allowed private redevelopers to construct anything justifiable to 
the Local Public Agency (LPA) on cleared land.  Fiscally sound initiatives backed the 
LPAs’ urban renewal motives.  Renewal was intended to be a lucrative enterprise first 
rather than a legitimate means to an end. 
Despite their ability to make private investors profit, the LPAs’ plans and 
initiatives did little to help urban Americans.  There was no defined way of doing urban 
renewal, so projects were hampered by conflicting opinions.  One LPA official argued 
31 Kaplan, Harold. Urban Renewal Politics. New York: Columbia University Press, (1963). Pg. 1. 
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that the goal of urban renewal programs should be to, “produce more low-cost 
housing.”32  Another LPA official countered, “No sir. It’s aimed at central city buildup. 
You can’t sell it here as housing.”33  Ideas for renewing the central business district were 
equally varied.  One official’s plan provided, “five commercial blocks as a reserve for 
central financial district—2,000,000 square feet of office space.” Allocation of funds 
compounded the conflicting opinions concerning urban renewal’s goal.  Some LPA 
officials felt that renewal money should be spread out in an effort to fix as much of the 
community as possible.  As one official said, “You can’t take on one job at a 
time...You’ve got to try to get something for everyone.”34  Others believed it was wiser to 
focus work on individual projects, accomplishing them quicker and more completely.  
“You can’t get at everything. You must focus. Otherwise your studies end up as a pile of 
crap…”35 Varied opinions dominated the field of urban renewal, but presumed fiscal 
responsibility overshadowed them.  One observer summed it up: “Your community is 
whatever your political structure will let you get done…good is what cities want to make 
themselves into.”36  Regardless of the LPA member opinions, cleared plots of land were 
typically given to the highest bidder.  These private investors bought cleared plots and 
created living environments that reproduced and multiplied the issues urban renewal 
programs were meant to remedy and prevent.   
In the late 1950s and early 1960s these federal urban renewal programs found 
their way into the Pullman and Gary communities.  Gary saw its first federal renewal 
32 Bellush, Jewel and Murray Hausknecht. Ed. Urban Renewal: People, Politics, and Planning. 
New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., (1967). Pg. 85. 
33 Bellush. Urban Renewal. 81. 
34 Bellush. Urban Renewal. 84. 
35 Bellush. Urban Renewal. 84. 
36 Bellush. Urban Renewal. 85. 
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money in 1955.  These funds were used for some of the city’s earliest urban renewal 
efforts.  The first, starting in 1956, was a small residential redevelopment project known 
as Pulaski and the second was the 1964 Gateway project.  According to Catlin, “the 
Gateway project, consisting of 2.4 acres of approximately 150 net acres of downtown 
land and acquired during the period of 1963-66, was sold to private developers at a net 
loss of $400,000 to the redevelopment agency.”37  The two projects that came from these 
early plans were ultimately unsuccessful and laid the groundwork for future unsuccessful 
plans.  The first building constructed on this site was a Holiday Inn which ran at a deficit 
until closure in 1976 and the other was a tire shop which was demolished in 1982 for 
what became yet another renewal boondoggle in Gary’s history, the Genesis convention 
center.38  Projects like these embodied Gary official’s plans to save the city. 
Similar to Gary, Pullman faced the bulldozers of urban renewal in the 1950s and 
early 1960s, but residents responded quickly and loudly, successfully protesting the 
destruction of their community.  Like many neighborhoods in the face of destruction 
connected with urban renewal, local residents were aware of the consequences connected 
with the city’s renewal plan.  Unlike many of these doomed neighborhoods the local 
people in south Pullman successfully fought the destructive slum clearance typical of 
urban renewal and placed themselves on a path of revitalization early in the 1960s.  In 
their protest to save Pullman, local people fixed their homes and cleaned the 
neighborhood to show Chicago officials and residents the area was worth saving.  This 
grassroots motivation to start fixing south Pullman in the early 1960s translated later in 
37 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 22. 
38 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 22. 
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the decade to their push toward historic designation.  Gary conversely witnessed decades 
of percolating tensions, poor planning and mismanagement of city affairs take a heavy 
toll on their community beginning in the late 1950s and continuing through 1960s.  By 
the end of the decade the city was in dire need of repair, but instead of utilizing a 
revitalization approach similar to Pullman, Gary officials opted to invest in the traditional 
slum-clearance urban renewal techniques of the Federal housing acts. 
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CHAPTER 4. RENEWAL VS. REVITALIZATION - JANE JACOBS, HERBERT 
GANS, AND DAVID HARVEY  
In February 1961, the Manhattan, New York City neighborhood known as 
Greenwich Village was included in a citywide renewal plan under the guidance of 
infamous New York City urban planner Robert Moses and New York City Housing 
Authority chairman James Felt (Figure 4.1).  They intended to destroy the West Village 
along with a number of other neighborhoods in Manhattan to make way for a highway 
through the city.  Within days of the announcement, Greenwich Village denizen Jane 
Jacobs organized with her neighbors against the city’s plans (Figure 4.2).  Village 
residents showed up in vociferous protest at city hall meetings to stop the renewal plans.  
By September, Jacobs and her Greenwich Village neighbors garnered the support of New 
York City Mayor Robert F. Wagner.  According to statement released by Wagner in early 
September 1961, “(I am) deeply sympathetic with the people of the West Village 
neighborhood in their desire to conserve and to build constructively upon a neighborhood 
life which is an example of city community life at its healthiest.  (The more) constructive 
approach to community-wide planning will have the sincere cooperation and will engage 
the enthusiasm and talents of citizens of the Greenwich community as a whole.”1
1	  Bennett, Charles G. “Mayor Abandons ‘Village’ Project: Asks Planners to Include Area in 
Future Study.” New York Times, (September 7, 1961). Pg. 31.	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Source: C.M. Stieglitz, World Telegram staff photographer, New York World-Telegram 
and the Sun Newspaper Photograph Collection, Library of Congress 
Figure 4.1. Robert Moses looks over proposed New York City bridge plan 
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Source: Phil Stanziola, New York World-Telegram and the Sun Newspaper Photograph 
Collection, Library of Congress 
Figure 4.2. Jane Jacobs, 1960s 
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Despite mayoral support the West Village remained on the potential urban renewal 
chopping block.  Tensions broke on October 18, 1961 when the New York City Planning 
Commission officially designated the Village as a blighted slum in need of renewal 
against the mayor’s requests.  Jacobs and her fellow allies exploded in protest at the city 
hall meeting precipitating the arrest of a handful of her supporters.2  Attendees chanted, 
“Down with Felt!” for nearly an hour after Chairman Felt declared a brief recess in an 
attempt to maintain order in the city hall meeting.  Amidst local and mayoral pressure, 
Felt and the commission dropped their plans a week later on October 24th.  In victory, 
Jacobs declared, “So far so good.  We are glad that they are not going to proceed with 
this project.  But this is incomplete.  The next step is for the Planning Commission to 
remove the slum label from our area.”3 
The same month Jacob’s crusade to save Greenwich Village began she released 
her pivotal polemic against American city planning and renewal The Life and Death of 
Great American Cities.  In the opening statement of the text Jacobs declared, “This book 
is an attack on current city planning and rebuilding.  It is also, and mostly, an attempt to 
introduce new principles of city planning and rebuilding, different and even opposite 
from those now taught.”4  The city planning methods she argued against were the same 
planning techniques used by Robert Moses, James Felt and the Federal housing acts; 
slum clearance and big picture planning.  She claimed the billions of dollars spent on 
urban planning and renewal in American cities produced little results or worse, 
2 Asbury, Edith Evans. “Plan Board Votes ‘Village’ Project; Crowd in Uproar.” New York Times. 
(October 19th, 1961). Pg. 1. 
3 Asbury, Edith Evans. “Board Ends Plan for West Village.” New York Times, (October 25th, 
1961). Pg. 39. 
4 Jacobs, Jane. The Life and Death of Great American Cities. New York: Vintage Books, (1961). 
Pg. 3. 
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reproduced or exacerbated the conditions renewal was meant to remedy.  Jacobs 
remarked, “The economic rationale of current city rebuilding is a hoax.  The economics 
of city rebuilding do not rest soundly on reasoned investment of public tax subsidies, as 
urban renewal theory claims, but also on vast, involuntary subsidies wrung out of 
helpless site victims.”5 These involuntary subsidies were the homes of thousands of poor 
and working class urban Americans who were displaced in the name of progress.  Jacob’s 
neighborhood ideal did not displace local populations.  She believed successful urban 
rejuvenation plans were created with the local community in mind.  Her ideal 
neighborhood contained a mix of old and new structures in short blocks with a socially 
and ethnically diverse population comprised of various classes. 
One of the most important factors in fixing urban neighborhoods is the source, 
flow and amount of monetary support.  Jacobs divided urban investment into two 
possible categories: cataclysmic money and gradual money.  Cataclysmic money was the 
typical investment type used in urban renewal projects.  With cataclysmic money urban 
planners poured large amounts of capital into big projects hoping to yield drastic results.  
Money for cataclysmic investment came from three different possible parties.  The first 
and most important source of funding was the credit extended by conventional, non-
governmental lending institutions like savings and loan associations, life insurance 
companies and banks.6  The second was government investment.  This funding came 
from either tax receipts or borrowing.  It was typically used to clear land for renewal 
5 Jacobs. The Life and Death of Great American Cities. 5. 
6 Jacobs. The Life and Death of Great American Cities. 292. 
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projects. The final form of investment came from private parties.7  The first and final 
forms of investment were typically used for projects on cleared land.  As a result, 
companies, rather than local citizens, spearheaded nearly every urban renewal project.  
Therefore projects needed to be fiscally sound on paper before investment occurred.  The 
type of rejuvenation most communities needed did not come in the form of renewal, but 
rather revitalization.  Unfortunately, the lack of profits associated with revitalization was 
dwarfed by the possible profit associated with urban renewal.  In Gary, planners always 
depended on cataclysmic money to rejuvenate the city.  The city’s faith in drastic change 
to fix its dwindling surroundings yielded repeated failure. 
The other type of investment Jacobs discussed was gradual money.    Jacobs 
argued that gradual money was necessary for capitalizing upon, building upon, and 
supplementing the existing environment.8  Unlike cataclysmic money, gradual money 
was invested slowly in communities, embracing neighborhood diversity rather than 
ensuring its annihilation.  According to Jacobs, “Unslumming…is a process of steady but 
gradual change.  All city building that retains staying power after its novelty has gone, 
and that preserves the freedom of the streets and upholds citizens’ self-management, 
requires that its locality be able to adapt, keep up to date, keep interesting, keep 
convenient, and this in turn requires a myriad of gradual, constant, close-grained 
changes.”9  This type of investment was utilized in Pullman, where revitalization was a 
slow and gradual process.  Rather than receive funding from the typical non-
governmental lending institutions Pullman resident’s depended on a combination of 
7 Jacobs. The Life and Death of Great American Cities. 293. 
8 Jacobs. The Life and Death of Great American Cities. 294. 
9 Jacobs. The Life and Death of Great American Cities. 294. 
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government and private funding.  But unlike the private funding cities like Gary received, 
the private funding in Pullman was in the form of residential investment in personal 
property.  Governmental funding was also used differently in Pullman.  It was slowly 
meted out to various projects throughout the community to stabilize historic structures, 
particularly some of the factory complexes and buildings as well as other projects.  
Pullman’s use of gradual money over cataclysmic money ensured the community 
received less funding than a city like Gary.  But the path of urban renewal would have 
destroyed the former model town, displaced the community and most likely created a 
project destined to fail.  The slow investment into Pullman with gradual money was not 
built around a profitable agenda, but it yielded greater results without displacing the local 
population compared with Gary’s urban renewal schemes. 
Jane Jacob’s battle against the New York City Housing Commission was 
ultimately a victory for urban revitalization.  Like Pullman residents, Jacobs and her 
neighbors stood up to the local government’s attempt to destroy their neighborhood 
through grassroots campaigning and a local effort to clean the community.  
Unfortunately, the story of urban residents fighting to save their neighborhoods was not 
always a success. Sociologist Herbert Gans’ participant observation study The Urban 
Villagers was an example of such a failure.  Urban Villagers was set in the former West 
end Italian slums of Boston.  For his investigation Gans lived in the West End from 
October 1957, to May, 1958, just prior to the redevelopment (Figure 4.3).10  His initial 
plan for the participant observation was to live in an urban, ethnic area perceived to be a 
10 Gans, Herbert. The Urban Villagers: Group and Class in the Life of Italian Americans, Update 
and Expanded Edition. New York: The Free Press, (1982). Pg. xiii. 
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Source: Courtesy the West End Museum, the Last Tenement Exhibit, Lowry Aerial Photo 
Service
Figure 4.3. Boston’s West End prior to urban renewal 
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slum and determine if the stereotypes about the environment and residents were accurate.  
At the end of his observation he concluded that, “by and large, the planners and 
caretakers were wrong.  The West End was not really a slum, and although many of its 
inhabitants did have problems, these did not stem from the neighborhood (and) more 
important, the West Enders were not frustrated seekers of middle-class values.”11  This 
conclusion opposed the city’s view of the area, which was a blighted slum in need of 
renewal.  Urban Villagers was thus a critique of urban renewal as much as a participant 
observation of an Italian slum.  Like Jacobs, Gans believed community rejuvenation 
through bulldozers created disastrous results (Figure 4.4). 
Gans argued against the assumption that low-income residents were bad for 
community. Social perceptions that connected poverty to deviance led city planners and 
outsiders to create and support urban renewal projects that forced gentrification in the 
name of progress.  Planners believed neighborhood rejuvenation occurred when the local 
population lived at higher income levels, but rather than attempt to improve the living 
standards of the existing residents, urban renewal typically displaced them in favor of 
middle and upper class families..  This occurred in Gary where nearly every urban 
renewal project was geared toward higher classes rather than the majority of the 
population.  Planners understood that successful neighborhood rejuvenation needed to 
improve the physical and social status of the community, but their methodology to 
achieve these ends was drastic, destructive, and often unsuccessful.  In Boston’s West 
End, residents lost their homes similarly in the name of progress.  The planned highway 
system arguably benefitted the entire metropolitan area if it effectively managed traffic,  
11 Gans. The Urban Villagers. xiv. 
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Source: Courtesy the West End Museum, John I. Fitzgerald Collection, West End Collection
Boston Public Library 
Figure 4.4. The West End after urban renewal 
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and it was at the cost of a community many believed were the source of slums.  
Realistically the plan benefitted higher classes that lived in suburban neighborhoods and 
commuted to the city; a population far removed from the city center and generally 
supportive of progressive urban plans to make transportation easier (Figure 4.5).  
Gans also discussed the negative social effects of slum clearance and relocation. 
Repeated displacement and the fear of slum clearance ensured social and economic 
instability in low-income urban communities.  Moving was a costly for a variety of 
reasons.  It was further complicated by painfully low eminent domain payments for 
residents’ former housing.  According to Gans, “…Very little planning was done for the 
relocation of 2,700 households in the area…The city’s relocation plan assumed that 60 
percent of the people were eligible for public housing, that all of them would move into 
such units, and that the private housing market would provide enough apartments and 
houses for the remainder.”12  This hypothesis was incorrect.  West Enders were not 
enthusiastic about moving into public housing.  The Boston media convincingly 
portrayed the public housing offered as specifically for lower classes.  West End citizens 
did not believe they lived in a slum and moving to public housing was an admission of 
low class status.  Public housing was also restrictive on resident activities.  According to 
Gans only 10% of the population ended up in public housing.13  The remainder depended 
on the private housing market. Many moved into other areas within their income level.  
Some of these areas were inevitably the targets of future renewal efforts, creating a trend 
of low-income household relocation and slum labeling. 
12 Gans. The Urban Villagers. 363. 
13 Gans. The Urban Villagers. 364. 
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Source: Courtesy of MassDOT 
Figure 4.5. Proposed highway over Boston’s West End 
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Perhaps the biggest issue with urban renewal is the necessity of profit over results.  
American capitalist thought championed fiscally sound progressive urban plans and 
demonized projects that did not yield a financial return on investment.  In his article “The 
Right to the City,” social theorist David Harvey argued that this connection between 
urbanization and American capitalism is the source of many problems in American city 
planning, growth, and redevelopment.  According to Harvey, “A process of displacement 
and what I call ‘accumulation by dispossession’ lie at the core of urbanization under 
capitalism.  It is the mirror-image of capital absorption through redevelopment, and is 
giving rise to numerous conflicts over the capture of valuable land from low-income 
populations that may have lived there for many years.”14  This process of displacement 
and accumulation by dispossession occurred in the West End of Boston and in Gary 
where housing was taken from residents for renewal projects.  Harvey continued, “(In the 
U.S.) the government’s right of eminent domain has been abused in order to displace 
established residents in reasonable housing in favor of higher-order land uses, such as 
condominiums and box stores.  When this was challenged in the U.S. Supreme Court, the 
justices ruled that it was constitutional for local jurisdictions to behave in this way in 
order to increase their property-tax base.”15  Similar results and justifications were 
yielded for the renewal projects in Gary.  Displacement of low-income Garyites for 
higher-order land uses became the city’s modus operandi for redevelopment projects. 
Similar to Jacobs and Gans, Harvey argued that the power to control 
redevelopment should lie in the hands of local communities rather than a select wealthy 
14 Harvey, David. “The Right to the City.” New Left Review 53, (September/October 2008). Pg. 
34. 
15 Harvey. “The Right to the City.” 35. 
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few; the right to the city was and is restricted to a political and economic elite who shape 
cities into their own desires.16   He believed this right to the city must be transferred to 
the local populace so they could democratically determine their own plans for 
neighborhood rejuvenation. This is similar to what occurred in Pullman.  After they 
successfully stopped Chicago’s urban renewal plans, the urban revitalization efforts in the 
community were determined locally rather than by an elite few.   Following the collapse 
of the housing market in 2007, Harvey hoped federal bailout money would be used to 
promote grassroots revitalization similar to the Pullman neighborhood and Jacob’s 
Greenwich Village.  Some American interest groups supported the use of Federal bailout 
funds toward a Reconstruction bank. This concept provided the federal government a 
unique opportunity to change the face of their urban programs.  This Reconstruction bank 
would help prevent home foreclosures and fund neighborhood revitalization efforts and 
infrastructural renewal.17  Yet Harvey was not optimistic such a helpful program would 
come to fruition.  He lamented, “Unfortunately the social movements are not strong 
enough or sufficiently mobilized to force through this solution.”18  Until the power to 
control community rejuvenation is placed into the hands of those it affects most, 
exploitation and boondoggles will dominate the results. 
Jane Jacobs, Hebert Gans, and David Harvey each provide different insight into 
the destructiveness and ineffectiveness of urban renewal.  At the heart of each of their 
arguments was an unwillingness of city planners and officials to connect with local 
populations.  Planning and renewal officials in New York City, Boston, Chicago, and 
16 Harvey. “The Right to the City.” 38. 
17 Harvey. “The Right to the City.” 39. 
18 Harvey. “The Right to the City.” 39. 
64 
Gary did not call local residents to town hall meetings to determine the best course of 
action for fixing their physical and social environments.  They depended on American 
republicanism where the elected and appointed few were trusted to make decisions for 
the greater population.  The lack of local democracy in urban redevelopment projects was 
and is a major failure of American urban renewal.  Like other American groups that 
battled the bureaucracy of American republicanism, citizens in these communities 
attempted to express their democratic rights through protest.  This was successful in 
Greenwich Village and Pullman where small, highly organized groups with the social 
power of American whiteness successfully undermined their locality’s urban renewal 
plans.  This was not the case in Boston and Gary where the slum populations were either 
unorganized or lacking social power.  In Boston’s West End the citizens unsuccessfully 
attempted to protest the city’s urban renewal plans (Figure 4.6).  The majority of the 
neighborhood residents did not believe urban renewal would actually occur in the West 
End and were very poorly organized as a result.  Many remained in disbelief even as the 
buildings around them were bought and torn down.  In Gary the black citizens initially 
did not have the social power to undermine urban renewal programs in the 1950s and 60s, 
which the majority white citizens typically supported.  Following white flight to the 
suburbs in the 60s, Gary was desperate for any source of support to remedy its dwindling 
infrastructure, economy, and social environment.  The cataclysmic money offered by 
federal programs and non-governmental agencies was ultimately too enticing for Gary’s 
young black mayor, who believed that the demolition of poor housing in Gary was a high 
priority in rehabilitating the area.  City officials’ lust to reproduce the prosperity of the 
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central business district of Gary’s heyday overshadowed the realities of the communities 
festering problems. 
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CHAPTER 5. PULLMAN, ILLINOIS AND URBAN REVITALIZATION 
In the late 1960s, Gary and Pullman took divergent paths in their attempts to 
revive their communities.  Most of the ideas and decisions of Gary and Pullman planners 
were based on the seemingly only available opportunities for each of the respective areas.  
Both places relied on government intervention and funding, but the larger size of Gary 
and the national attention on the city’s young black mayor provided expectations for 
Gary that were not present in Pullman.  In addition to this, Pullman residents fought to 
save their entire community from destruction; Gary residents did not have this sense of 
urgency.  Gary’s renewal needs were ingrained with issues connected to segregation and 
neglect common in predominantly black urban American communities during this period.  
The newly formed federal department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
looked to Gary as a testing ground for new urban renewal proposals.  It hoped that if it 
was successful in cities like Gary it could spread its efforts to other communities in need 
of renewal.  The differences in the attention from local and national authorities toward 
Gary compared to Pullman were major determinants in fixing their communities.  Gary’s 
national spotlight and impressive amount of federal funding was meant to yield quick and 
impressive results.  The relative government neglect of Pullman necessitated a gradual 
approach to neighborhood rejuvenation. The paths these places took to fix their 
communities defined their changing environments in the decades that followed. 
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Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 5.1. Pullman Architects Solomon S. Beman (seated) and Nathaniel Barrett 
68 
Source: Courtesy of Pete Pointner 
Figure 5.2. Pete Pointner (left), Virginia Kennedy, and Ed Beyers at a Beman 
Committee meeting in 1971 held at Pointner’s 11212 Champlain home 
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In 1967, 9th ward Chicago Alderman Dominic Lupo approached the Pullman 
community for spot zoning approval for a motel.1  Local citizens shunned his request and 
again organized to stop encroachment on their historic community.  According to 
Historic Pullman Foundation President Mike Shymanski, “it (was) a pivotal event where 
the PCO was motivated to start actively defining its future (thru planning) rather than 
having to constantly respond to external actions and constraints.”2 Along with the 
existent PCO, the Beman Committee, named after Pullman architect Solomon Spencer 
Beman, was formed (Figure 5.1).  According to William Adelman, “the Beman Society… 
was organized by Mr. John Erstman, who saw the relation between historic preservation 
and saving the community at a time when the City of Chicago was considering leveling 
this entire area…”3 One of the leaders of the movement was Beman Committee member 
Norbert “Pete” Pointner.  A teacher from the Illinois Institute of Technology, Pointner 
was first attracted to Pullman after he took a group of students to visit in 1967.  Shortly 
after, he purchased a row house at 11212 Champlain south of Market Hall for 
approximately $9,000 from Evelyn Gifford (Figure 5.2).4 Soon after he bought, graduate 
student and future HPF president Mike Shymanski and IIT faculty member David 
Bielenburg also moved into Pullman.5  PCO president Mario Avignone then appointed 
Pointner to head the committee for the historic preservation of South Pullman.  
1 “Pullman’s Preservation Efforts: People Oriented, People Planned, People Executed.” Historic 
Pullman Foundation, Pamphlet. (1970). 
2 Obtained from Historic Pullman Foundation President Mike Shymanski. 
3 Adelman. Touring Pullman. 21. 
4 Evelyn Gifford was extremely important in the mid 1960s effort to restore historic Pullman.  
Along with Gil Harvey, they purchased and renovated local Pullman homes.  According to 
Pointner they were both very fond of the historic architecture, and along with their effort to 
revitalize historic homes, they also opened an antique shop in the Hotel Florence.  Obtained from 
former Beman Committee Chairman Pete Pointner. 
5 Obtained from former Beman Committee Chairman Pete Pointner. 
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On September 25th, 1968 Pointner presented a slide show at a town meeting with 
over 300 images that compared old Pullman with modern Pullman.6  Pointner hoped he 
could show the local residents that the area was in dire need of restoration and that 
restoration was possible with local support.  On February 4th, 1969 Pointner gave another 
presentation to the community.  In this presentation he compared historic sites in Pullman 
with famous historic sites in Europe.  Praising Pullman’s uniqueness, Pointner stated, 
“the buildings of Pullman go together.  They do not compete with one another.”7  Other 
preservation boosters at the event pushed the financial benefits of renovating the homes.  
They claimed that if every home looked nice and original and the surroundings matched 
the quality of the homes they would rise in value. 
On April 4, 1969 more than 600 Pullman residents attended a town meeting in 
support of the community’s declaration as a historic landmark.  According to the Chicago 
Daily News they wanted to save over 1,400 houses and other landmarks from internal 
decay and developers’ bulldozers.8  Both the Beman Committee and the PCO understood 
the necessity of local support from Pullman residents.  According to the Report of the 
Beman Committee for the Preservation of Historic Pullman, “Only with the effort of 
everyone who owns or rents a house or runs a business here in Pullman can we protect 
our community from deterioration… You are either helping or hurting your community; 
there is no neutral position.”  With the support of the Pullman residents the PCO and 
Beman Committee’s efforts yielded victory.  State Department of Conservation  
6 “Beman Committee Hard At Work On Pullman.” South End Reporter. September 25th, 1968. 
7 Marcon, Joy. Untitled article from Historic Pullman Collection. Calumet Index. February 5th, 
1969. 
8 “Pullman Seeking Landmark Status.” Chicago Daily News. April 4th, 1969. 
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Source: Courtesy of the Newberry Library 
Figure 5.3. Beman Committee member Glen Anderson and Pullman’s oldest resident 
Mayme Stanley at State Historic Designation plaque unveiling in 1970.  The veil, held by 
Mayme, was Beman Committee member Harry Miller’s parachute from the WWII 
liberation of Holland. 
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Source: Courtesy of Pete Pointner 
Figure 5.4. State Landmark District dedication 
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representative Edmond B. Thornton announced Pullman’s historic designation on the 
morning of June 24th, 1969 at the Greenstone Church (Figures 5.3-5.4).9   
Pullman’s new position placed the small community in a positive, national 
spotlight for the first time since before the 1894 Strike.  Enthused local residents and 
politicians jumped on the bandwagon of pro-Pullman fervor (Figure 5.5).  On June 29th 
the South End Reporter newspaper described local teens sweeping the streets to help 
beautify the area as well as local tours conducted by the American Institute of 
Architects.10  In response to the community’s extensive social issues, Pointner suggested 
that preservation could help solve those problems.  “If people love their community 
sufficiently to take the effort to save it they’re not going to behave foolishly to endanger 
it.”11  Pointner also wanted to avoid gentrification. “We want to keep those people in 
Pullman who have lived here for years, we don’t want anybody forced out by changing 
property values.”12    
Following Pullman’s designation as an Illinois state preserved site, the PCO and 
Beman Committee sought further historic preservation status at the national and local 
level.  By being named to the National Register of Historical Places, the Pullman 
community would be assured that no federal funds would be used to destroy any portion 
of the community.  According to Pointner, “That means for instance, that a highway 
cannot be built through the community with money from Washington.”13  As the  
9 “To Be Marked As Historic Site: Pullman Gains State Recognition.” Calumet Index. June 29th, 
1969. 
10 Untitled article from Historic Pullman Collection. South End Reporter. June 29th, 1969. 
11 “Panorama—Mr. Pullman’s Total Community: An Old Neighborhood Seeks Rebirth.”  
Chicago Daily News. August 9th, 1969. 
12 “Panorama—Mr. Pullman’s Total Community.” 
13 Ziemba, Stan. “Pullman Area Near Landmark Status.” Chicago Tribune. January 1st, 1970. 
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Source: Courtesy of Pete Pointner 
Figure 5.5. Beman Committee sponsored free street theater at Market Hall, 1969 
Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 5.6. Pullman homeowners show support at Chicago Landmark dedication meeting 
in the Greenstone Church, 1972 
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committees’ sought further historic preservation status they saw the benefits of their state 
designation.  The Beman Committee received a $7,500 grant from the Illinois Arts 
Council to establish a comprehensive historical profile on the south Pullman community.  
The committee used the money to gather photographs of Pullman before 1894, conduct a 
field survey of all historic structures in the community, produce over 2,000 slides, collect 
over 1,000 pages of written primary material and interview elderly Pullmanites.14  They 
used the information gathered in the historical profile to further promote their community 
to local and national preservation agencies.  Again their efforts proved fruitful in 
February 28, 1971 when United States Secretary of the Interior Rogers Morton named 
Pullman a national historic landmark.15  According to Dr. William Murtagh, keeper of the 
National Register of Historic Places, “Like Mt. Vernon or a Gettysburg, Pullman is 
significant to the nation as a whole, not just to its local region.”16    
By 1972 the city of Chicago followed and Pullman officially became a local, state 
and national preserved historic site (Figure 5.6).  According to Alderman Alexander 
Adduci, “the City has a commitment to keep Pullman a healthy and vital community.”17   
With all three levels of government backing, Pullman’s revitalization efforts took hold.  
Employees of the National Park Service were brought in to give advice on how to build 
and maintain historic areas.  Residents scraped off the paint, removed the porches and 
turned back the architectural design changes that defined the foreign-born population 
who individualized the residences to fit their tastes in the years prior.  According to Ira J. 
14 Ziemba. “Pullman Area Near Landmark Status.” 
15 “Pullman, 2 Buildings Made Landmarks.” Chicago Tribune. February 28th, 1971. 
16 “Pullman Dedicated As U.S. Historic Landmark.” South End Reporter. May 8th, 1975. 
17 “Pullman Dedicated As U.S. Historic Landmark.” 
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Bach, member of the Commission on Chicago Historical and Architectural Landmarks, 
“George Pullman would be proud of the new generations who have carried out the 
renaissance and reformation of Pullman so well.”18 
In the early 1970s the Historic Pullman Foundation formed to support 
preservation and revitalization efforts and to provide visitors with tours and other 
information about the community.  The first major acquisition made by the HPF was the 
Hotel Florence (Figure 5.7).  In May of 1975 the owner of the Hotel declared that he was 
selling the property and items within.  Pullman residents responded and organized a 
‘Save the Hotel’ rally held at 11am, Sunday May 25th in the Pullman park.19  With the 
help of local Pullmanites, the HPF purchased the Florence Hotel in early September of 
1976 and hoped to completely renovate the structure within two years.20 They eventually 
put a Pullman museum in the hotel and reopened the restaurant.  The HPF also made 
strides in the 1980s toward revitalization.  They purchased over twenty properties in 
north Pullman to save them from being demolished and actively sought people interested 
in rehabbing historic homes.21  Through the town’s quick rise to fame, sudden demise and 
neglect following the Pullman strike the community was finally on it’s way to becoming 
what it always sought to be, a comfortable living environment for working-class and 
middle-class Americans. 
In the 1990’s the state of Illinois and Pullman residents experienced a revival in 
historic preservation support and spirit.  A new wave of state and federal funds  
18 “Pullman Dedicated As U.S. Historic Landmark.” 
19 “Special Pullman Flyer – Save the Florence Rally.” May 24th, 1975. 
20 Casey, Robert. “Historic Pullman Looks To The Future.” Roseland Review. September 2nd, 
1976. 
21 “40th Annual Historic Pullman House Tour.” HPF: Tour Guide Booklet, (October, 2013). Pg. 
16.
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Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 5.7. The Hotel Florence 
78 
reinvigorated urban revitalization proposals in Pullman.  Illinois Governor James 
Thompson saw potential for the community to become a profitable tourist attraction for 
the local community and state. After visiting Pullman he pledged $2 million in Illinois 
tax dollars to renovate the Hotel and Rail Car Works.  According to Thompson, “Pullman 
could see over one million tourists annually if promoted and renovated properly.”22 By 
1993, renovation plans included the Hotel, Rail Car Works and Clock Tower Building at 
an estimated cost of $50 million over a 10-year period using public and private 
investments (Figure 5.8).  According to Roberta Deering, director of the Chicago office 
of the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, the Clock Tower Building would be the 
centerpiece of the historic site.  "This 250,000-square-foot building will tell the story of 
the early industrialization of Chicago, the Pullman Company's role in the development of 
the nation's transportation system, living conditions for the workmen and their families in 
the town, and the impact of the 1894 Pullman strike on the union movement."23  By 1994 
Pullman tourism showed promise.  During an annual tour of Chicago Architecture 
Pullman was featured as the community once considered “the world’s most perfect 
town.”  An estimated 1,500 visitors participated in the annual tour.  According to George 
Ryan, President of the Historic Pullman Foundation, “We think we have something good 
and so do the people who were out here today…the tour leader said they enjoyed what 
they saw, and they want to come again.”24  
22 Karwath, Rob. “State Sees Pullman As A Tourist Attraction.” Chicago Tribune. December 13th, 
1990. 
23 Guarino, Jean and John Handley. “Pullman Steams Forward By Capitalizing On History 
Series.” Chicago Tribune. May 23rd, 1993. Pg. 1. 
24 Marlow, Kristina. “Pullman Tour Displays Treasures Of Old Town.” Chicago Tribune. October 
10th, 1994. Pg. 1. 
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Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 5.8. The Administration Building Clock Tower on Cottage Grove Avenue 
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In addition to the historic preservation advancements of South Pullman, North 
Pullman received long due attention beginning with the formation of the non-profit 
Historic North Pullman Community Development Corporation (HNPCDC) in 1989.  
North Pullman resident Lyn Hughes formed the HNPCDC to improve the quality of life 
for north Pullman residents through historic revitalization similar to their south Pullman 
neighbors. According to a HNPCDC pamphlet, “(HNPCDC) leaders are committed to 
educating African Americans on the use of historic preservation, and tourism 
development as tools for economic empowerment within the community.”25  Along with 
educating the community on the benefits of historic preservation, Hughes also founded 
the A. Phillip Randolph Pullman Porter’s Museum. The museum opened in 1995 and was 
placed in an old north Pullman row house.  It was named after the late civil rights leader 
and founding president of the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters A. Phillip Randolph 
and celebrated Pullman Porters and black Pullman citizens (Figure 5.9).  Hughes’ 
museum marked a rare effort to link historic preservation with the renewal of a mostly 
African-American neighborhood.  According to Hughes, “Historic preservation is 
something that can be used to revitalize a African-American community as it has white 
communities…Chicagoans will get a chance to see a historic black neighborhood that 
wasn’t obliterated in the name of urban renewal.”26  Like the investments and plans made 
in south Pullman, Hughes hoped that a museum would be an anchor in the area for future 
rehabs.   
25 “The A. Philip Randolph/Pullman Porter Museum Gallery: Celebrating A. Philip Randolph and 
the African American Railroad Attendant.” HNPCDC: Pamphlet, (c. 1990s). 
26 “With New Gallery, North Side of Pullman Makes Its Mark.” Chicago Tribune. February 22nd, 
1995. 
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Source: John Bottega, NYWTS staff photographer, New York World-Telegram and the 
Sun Newspaper Photograph Collection, Library of Congress 
Figure 5.9. A. Phillip Randolph 
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In December of 1998 the Pullman community experienced a major setback when 
the Pullman Factory and Clock Tower were set ablaze by an arsonist (Figure 5.10).  The 
fire was a huge loss for the community and the local historic preservation effort.  
According to Ron Grossman and Marla Donato, “more than 150 firefighters using 45 
pieces of emergency equipment could not stop the blaze from gutting the buildings.”27  
Over $6 million was already invested in the structures prior to the blaze.  In the aftermath 
of the fire the south factory building was destroyed, but the north building was 
salvageable.  Pullman residents immediately came together to find ways to recover the 
building from the fire damage.  On March 31st, 1999 about one hundred Pullman 
residents attended a community meeting to hear the salvage plan.  The citizens were 
mostly concerned that the state would not do anything about the building for over five 
years, placing its physical integrity in further jeopardy.  On April 8th the resident’s pleas 
were answered when funds were guaranteed to immediately stabilize the burned factory.  
Five days later Illinois Governor George Ryan expressed the state’s support of Pullman’s 
renewal efforts.  He ask former Illinois Governor James Thompson to head a task force 
on restoring Pullman to make it an economic development magnet for the state, not just 
the area.  The state’s interest/guarantees to Pullman were realized nearly a year later on 
February 23rd, 2000 when Governor Ryan released $10 million for the continued 
restoration of the Pullman Factory site.  The Pullman community once again worked 
together to preserve their neighborhood in the face of adversity (Figure 5.11). 
27 Grossman, Ron, Marla Donato and Michael Ko. “Blaze Guts Pullman Landmark Tower A 
Symbol of Rail Heyday.” Chicago Tribune. February 2nd, 1998. 
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Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 5.10. Administration Building after fire damage 
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Source: Courtesy of the Historic Pullman Foundation 
Figure 5.11. Administration Building in post fire revitalized condition 
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CHAPTER 6. GARY, INDIANA AND URBAN RENEWAL 
Starting in 1960, the city of Gary implemented its first truly ambitious urban 
redevelopment proposals.  The first efforts took the form of boosterism.  Local 
government promoted a bottom-up approach and urged community members to fix or 
renovate their homes.  According to Gary Chamber of Commerce member and head of 
the “Clean Gary” campaign John H. Baker, “if we can’t get interested in a better job of 
housekeeping, day to day, we aren’t likely to show the gumption needed for the more 
elaborate projects.”1  One of these local boosterism projects was the “Gary is Great” 
campaign. The Gary Chamber of Commerce spearheaded the “Gary is Great” campaign 
in late March, 1960.  According “Gary is Great” general chairman Lee Kenady, the 
campaign was aimed “at attempting to overcome the nationwide bad publicity about the 
city by citing the many good factors…which make Gary a fine place to work, play and 
live.”2  The campaign kicked off April 26th with a $10-a-plate banquet dinner at the Hotel 
Gary Crystal Ballroom and featured guest speaker Ronald Reagan.  The seven days 
following the banquet dinner became Industrial week.  The steel mills hosted groups of 
elementary school teachers and provided tours and other information for them to spread 
to their students.   Local construction firms also tried to push urban renewal through 
remodeling.  A local advertisement in the Gary Post-Tribune stated, “If you’re planning
1 “The Third Cleanest City.” Gary Post-Tribune. February 22nd, 1960. 
2 “’Gary is Great’ Campaign Set.” Gary Post-Tribune. March 27th, 1960. 
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a remodeling job, by all means phone BENDER GARY CONSTRUCTION CO., TU 5-
7410 for free estimates.  Yes, you can afford it! —No money down, up to 5 years to pay.  
But get started today!”3   
In addition to these local initiatives Gary officials also drafted proposals to bring 
more business and tourism to the city.  These were the first urban renewal proposals in 
Gary since the Pulaski project.  Formed in September of 1959, the Greater Gary 
Committee of 100, announced a plan titled “Gary of 1980” on March 23rd, 1960 (Figure 
6.1).4  According to the “Gary of 1980” plan, the Gary redevelopment commission 
presented a renewal plan upon a petition from the committee of 100.  The matter was 
then referred to the Gary planning commission for necessary revision of the master plan 
after which an ordinance was presented to the city council and mayor.  Following their 
approval the matter went back to the redevelopment group for financing through a 
floating bond issue to purchase the needed property.  After the property was bought the 
land was cleared and sold to the highest bidder.5  The “Gary of 1980” plan was nothing 
more than traditional federal urban renewal repackaged to look and sound like a unique 
and progressive proposal. Low-income Gary citizens needed a comfortable living 
environment, but instead were removed from their residences in the guise of urban 
renewal.  Gary officials did not heed John Baker’s advice.  Instead they opted to gloss 
over the housekeeping and focus their efforts on the more elaborate projects.  Big picture 
3 ADVERTISEMENT. Gary Post-Tribune. February 9th, 1960. 
4 “Go-Ahead Signal on Gary of 1980: Committee of 100 Lays Groundwork for Project.” Gary 
Post-Tribune. March 23rd, 1960. 
5 “Go-Ahead Signal on Gary of 1980.” 
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Source: Courtesy of the Sun-Times Media Productions, LLC 
Figure 6.1. The Greater Gary Committee of 100 top members
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Source: Courtesy of the Calumet Regional Archives 
Figure 6.2. Democratic mayoral candidate Richard G. Hatcher (right) with United 
Steelworkers of America leaders 
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planning with cataclysmic money embodied the city’s redevelopment plans by the end of 
the decade.   
One of the most important events in Gary’s history was the election of the city’s 
first black mayor, Richard G. Hatcher, in 1967 (Figure 6.2).  Hatcher received his law 
degree from Valparaiso University in 1960 and moved to Gary in 1962.  When he first 
arrived he worked in the juvenile courts, argued for school integration, and represented 
poor black Garyites.6  In 1963 he entered the Democratic primary for councilman-at-large 
and his car was rammed off the road during the campaign.  After Hatcher’s car was 
towed it was further vandalized.  Following this blatant racism and hatred he won the 
council primary with 99.9% of the city’s black vote.  In his bid for the Democratic 
primary in the mayoral election in 1966 he demonized his opponent for supporting urban 
renewal proposals that destroyed housing and replaced it with low-income projects.  This 
continued support of the black community boosted Hatcher into the Democratic mayoral 
candidacy in the face of extraordinary controversy.  The election itself became a hotbed 
of racial tension.  On November 3rd, 1967, Indiana Governor Roger Branigin called in the 
National Guard to Gary to protect voters at the polls for the Mayoral election.  As the 
National Guard arrived candidate Richard G. Hatcher and his Republican opponent 
Joseph E. Radigan were engaged in an intense public and legal debate amid accusations 
Radigan attempted voter fraud.  Hatcher’s evidence of Radigan’s voter fraud scheme was 
sufficient to warrant an FBI investigation and a subsequent lawsuit filed by the U.S. 
Justice Department.  Hatcher used the events to solidify his legitimacy as a mayoral 
6 Lane. “City of the Century.” 284. 
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candidate by arguing that a vote for Radigan is a vote for the usual machine politics.  On 
November 8th, Hatcher won by a slim margin of 1,389 votes in the City’s largest voter 
turnout and Hatcher effectively became one of the first black Mayors of a large U.S. 
city.7   
A year before Hatcher was elected, the U.S. Congress passed legislation in 
November 1966 that launched the Model Cities Program (MCP).  MCP was a federally 
backed effort to encourage American cities to develop means to identify, remedy and 
provide services for rundown areas and industrial slums.  Gary’s first urban renewal plans 
under Hatcher relied on the MCP.  In its bid for MCP candidacy, the city of Gary asked 
for $174,000 in renewal money.  On December 5, 1967, the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) selected Gary for the program along with 62 other cities.  
HUD trimmed Gary’s original figure to $114,000 and tacked on an additional $38,000 
amidst pleas from then Gary Mayor A. Martin Katz.  In May of 1968 the Hatcher 
administration, with the help of a small group of local citizens, sought ways to use this 
federal funding most effectively.  The first proposal focused on Downtown Gary.  Ideas 
for fixing downtown included roadwork and re-directing streets for better traffic flow, as 
well as canopy treatments over sidewalks, a new retail mall, professional buildings, park 
facilities and a cultural and civic center.  The Directors of Gary’s Downtown 
7 A day after his election Hatcher outlined his four main areas of concern.  His first concern was 
housing.  According to Hatcher, of the city’s 53,073 housing units only 10,071 met city codes.  
Hatcher’s second concern was the city’s rising crime rate.  Hatcher claimed the Gary led the state 
in organized and unorganized crime.  His third area of concern was education.  Hatcher wanted to 
appoint top-notch people for the school boards and fix the schooling problems that plagued the 
Gary community.  His final area of concern was racial understanding and efforts to work on 
equality within the city. 
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Improvement Association developed these plans based on projections that Gary’s 
population would reach 231,000 by 1985 and experience an increase of $16 million in 
shopper sales.8  Along with these plans Hatcher also selected a block on McKinley Street 
between 15th and 16th avenues as a target of concentrated renewal efforts.9 Houses on this 
block would be brought up to minimum building code standards, the garbage would be 
taken care of and parkways resodded.  Hatcher hoped to showcase what the city was 
capable of on a smaller scale.   
By 1969 Gary was slated to receive millions in federal funding.  President 
Richard Nixon and HUD hoped Gary could prove to be an example of the MCP’s 
potential and progress.  In June of 1969 Mayor Hatcher visited Washington D.C. along 
with other MCP Mayors to discuss the MCP with HUD, President Nixon and his 
administration.  According to Hatcher, “President Nixon’s administration reacted 
positively to Gary’s approach in seeking federal assistance for Gary was large enough to 
receive national visibility, but small enough that federal aid could new and continuing 
programs for the total—not just disadvantaged—community.”10  Hatcher said his most 
fruitful talks in Washington were with the HUD people.  HUD was enthused that show 
immediate results.  HUD chief adviser Daniel P. Moynihan was excited with the idea of 
making Gary a kind of laboratory for experimental programs.  Hatcher was also excited 
about the prospect of Gary being an urban laboratory.  According to Hatcher “the 
8 “Plans Get 1st OK: Accent On Opportunity In Downtown Revamp.” Gary Post-Tribune. May 
3rd, 1968. 
9 “City Service Blitz: ‘Operation Showcase’ For Tolleston Block.” Gary Post-Tribune. May 23rd, 
1968. 
10 “Hatcher Tells Optimism of Trip to D.C.” Gary Post-Tribune. June 14th, 1969. 
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outcome of Gary may show the direction to all of future, urban America.”11  
Unfortunately, Gary failed at seemingly every turn despite federal funding and support.  
Lake County officials did not support the city after Hatcher refused to place local 
Democrats in select positions. As a result Gary struggled socially, economically and 
physically. 
By the 1970s, Gary was one of the largest cities in the U.S. with a predominantly 
black population.  The segregation, institutional racism and second-class status Gary’s 
black residents experienced changed little following the election of Richard Hatcher.  
Only the city of Gary and the Federal government had any interest in fixing the decaying 
city and the Federal government’s interest in Gary was tantamount to using the city as 
their lab rat.  Hatcher’s use of federal funding ultimately led to repeated boondoggles.  
The traditional urban renewal methods of slum clearance and new construction that 
Hatcher embraced did little to help Gary citizens.  To complicate these issues local and 
state disinvestment in Gary occurred on multiple levels.  The Holiday Inn opened in 1969 
ran at a deficit until going bankrupt and closing in 1975 (Figure 6.3).  New office spaces 
with waiting lists for availability in the 1960s were nearly completely vacant by the early 
1970s.  The Indiana Highway Department refused to put Gary directional signs on 
interstate highways until 1983.  In the 1970s the Gary Post-Tribune newspaper moved 
Every new plan to fix Gary inevitably left the city with less funding for other projects and 
little progress to show for its efforts.  Lake County’s neglect and abandonment of Gary 
following Hatcher’s election doomed urban renewal proposals meant to bring business  
11 “Mayor Hatcher Speaks.” Gary Post-Tribune. June 15th, 1969. 
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Source: Courtesy of the Northwest Indiana Genealogical Society-Steve Shook Collection 
Figure 6.3. The Holiday Inn, Gary, Indiana, 1972 
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into the city.  Companies interested in building a location or moving to northwest Indiana 
their offices to Merrillville and changed their name to simply the Post Tribune in 1976.12 
avoided Gary for nearby Merrillville, Munster and Crown Point.   
The city’s first massive venture came at the end of the 1970s in the form of the 
Genesis Convention Center (Figure 6.4).  The convention center was planned in 1979 and 
opened in 1981.  It boasted of 250,000 square feet with a main hall that seated 7,500 for 
athletic events and 8,500 for concerts.13  The local Community Development Block Grant 
Program and Economic Development Administration covered the building’s $16 million 
cost.  But even at this amount the structure was very poorly designed and constructed.  
Because of budget cuts there was no money to install kitchen facilities, which made 
banquets very difficult to host.  In addition, public telephones and restroom signs were 
omitted and the main hall had terrible acoustics for concerts.14 A decade after Genesis 
opened no group outside of Gary used the center despite being the only convention center 
of its size in the region. The Genesis Convention Center also competed with the Holiday 
Inn Complex in nearby Merrillville, located directly off interstate 65 and built two years 
prior in 1979.  In 1991 the Holiday Inn complex signed a deal with Radisson Hotels, 
changing the name to the Radisson Hotel at Star Plaza and the Star Plaza Theatre.  The 
owners of the complex also added an 11,000 square foot ballroom to the complex and 
offered a recurring weekend comedy show called the ‘Wisecrackers’.15  The success of
12 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 40. 
13 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 28. 
14 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 28. 
15 Alexander, Marti. “Star Plaza: History.”  
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Source: Courtesy of Takingactioningary 
Figure 6.4. The Genesis Convention Center 
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Merrillville’s Star Plaza came at the expense of the Genesis Convention Center.  
Merrillville offered hotels, restaurants and shopping centers close to the increasingly 
abandoned Gary.  The Genesis Convention Center lacked these necessary amenities, thus 
could not compete with the Star Plaza.  Despite repeated efforts to reverse the downfall of 
Gary, Hatcher was unable to curb the city’s decline.  During his five terms as Gary 
Mayor, Hatcher’s name became synonymous with the horrid conditions of his city. By 
the time he lost re-election to a sixth term in 1987, 20,000 steel jobs were lost and Gary 
was one of the most notorious slums in the country.   
In another effort to boost the local economy and fix Gary’s mounting problems, 
newly elected Mayor Thomas V. Barnes considered proposals for a casino in Gary in 
1989.  At a meeting on September 5, 1989, Barnes presented the casino proposal as a new 
plan for investment and employment opportunities in Gary.  Barnes believed that a casino 
would add to the city’s property tax base and generate revenues for required municipal 
services.16  He estimated that the casino would result in approximately $800 million in 
investments in real property improvements and another $40 to $60 million in additional 
tax revenues that could be used to fix Gary’s infrastructure.17  Reverend William Booth 
testified against the casino at this meeting.  He claimed that the evidence of casino 
benefits based on the Atlantic City, New Jersey experience was insufficient to support the 
introduction of gaming in Gary.  He argued that legalized gambling had not benefited the 
economy in Atlantic City and would not improve Gary’s economy.  In the following 
meeting on September 18th Booth continued his opposition.  He testified that between  
16 “Final Report of the Gary Casino Gaming Study Committee.” Indiana Legislative Council, 
(December, 1989. Pg. 3. 
17 “Final Report of the Gary Casino Gaming Study Committee.” 3. 
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1975 and 1983 Atlantic City experienced a 54% decline in manufacturing, a 30% decline 
in wholesale business, a 20% decline in retail business and an overall decline of 71% in 
business.  He also indicated that the introduction of casinos in Atlantic City led to higher 
poverty and unemployment rates and a population decline.   
Opposition to the casino proposal increased at the October 10th meeting.  Dr. 
Larry Braidfoot, the General Counsel and Director of Christian Development for the 
Christian Life Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention, was the first to testify.  
His argument was very similar to Booth’s. He indicated that casino gambling did not 
produce revenue and employment, but instead led to population decline and increased 
crime and vice.  He cited the governmental corruption in Atlantic City as another 
negative consequence of casino gambling; four of the previous six mayors were 
convicted or arrested on corruption charges.  Mayor Barnes’ response to these various 
allegations was somewhat surprising.  According to the commission report, “(Barnes) 
stated that while some people say casinos would cause Gary’s population to drop, the 
city’s population has already declined from 190,000 to 130,000.”18  Barnes also claimed 
that Gary already suffered from drug abuse, homelessness, high unemployment, and 
excessive dropout rates and the police department was unable to deal with these issues 
adequately because of underfunding.  He challenged his opposition to provide a better 
plan than the casino proposal.  Barnes desperately searched for a means to remedy Gary’s 
problems and was expected to introduce a proposal to fix Gary following his election 
over former Mayor Hatcher.  At the fifth and final meeting concerning the casino on  
18 “Final Report of the Gary Casino Gaming Study Committee.” 3. 
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Source: Photographed by Jeffery D. Nicholls. Image courtesy of Sun-Times Media 
Productions, LLC 
Figure 6.5. The Gary Casinos 
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October 27th no public testimony was taken.  It was determined that the Gary casino 
project would be put to public vote on November 4th, 1989.  Of the 22,522 Gary citizens 
that voted on the casino proposal, 13,482 (59.86%) voted in favor of and 9,040 (40.14%) 
voted against.  The casino proposal passed and the project was built (figure 6.5). 
A 1998 impact study commissioned by state governor Frank O’Bannon on 
legalized gambling in Indiana outlined some of the perceived benefits of the Gary casinos 
(Figure 6.6).19  According to the study, the Gary Trump Casino had a payroll of 
$24,700,000 for its 1,228 employees and The Majestic $33,000,000 for its 1,183 
employees.20  This was approximately an annual salary of between $20,000-28,0000 per 
employee, but this did not take into consideration wage gaps within the casino.  Clearly 
some employees were paid better than others.  In addition, the impact study also 
identified a drop in unemployment rates in Lake County since the construction of the 
casino.  In 1989 unemployment in Lake County was 5.6% compared to 4.7% in Indiana 
and 5.3% in the nation.  Between 1989 and 1999 unemployment peaked in Lake County, 
the state of Indiana and the nation in 1992 with respective unemployment rates of 8.7%, 
6.6%, and 7.5%.  By 1998, when the impact study was conducted, these rates were down 
considerably.  In Lake county unemployment was at 4.1%, in Indiana 3.1% and 4.5% for 
the nation.  But these numbers prove little when considering employment opportunities in 
Gary rather the entirety of Lake County, especially in the gambling industry.  These 
county numbers do not fully represent Gary’s unemployment status during this period 
19 The Majestic star is the smaller boat and the Trump Casino was the larger boat in figure 6.5. 
The Trump casino was renamed the Majestic II in 2005 after the property was sold. 
20 Bennett, Teresa A. Report to the Governor: The Social, Fiscal and Economic Impacts of 
Legalized Gambling in Indiana. Indiana: Indiana University Press, (December 1999). Pg. 9. 
100	  
and fluctuations in the economy hardly represent direct increases in local employment in 
connection with the casino.  The casinos made a handsome profit, but offered little 
benefit to Gary’s social and physical environment. Gary’s population continued to fall 
and local authorities had the added problems associated with the presence of gambling in 
a local community.    
Hoping for another new direction for their city, Gary residents voted in attorney 
Scott L. King as Mayor of Gary on November 7th, 1995 in a landslide victory with over 
23,000 votes, taking every precinct and district and defeating his closest competitor by 
about a five-to-one margin.21  As the new Mayor, King faced an overwhelming task in 
revamping Gary.  Varied and repeated remedies had been tried and failed throughout the 
city’s sordid past.  King needed a fresh approach to fixing the city and the sports 
franchise emerged as the new hope.  As King entered the mayoral office, discussions 
were underway to bring the Chicago Bears to Gary following the end of their lease with 
Soldier Field in 1999.  On November 16th, nine days after the election, Northwest 
Indiana/Chicagoland Entertainment Inc. proposed a $205 million stadium as part of a 
$482 million sports-entertainment complex to be built, “west of the Gary Regional 
Airport and northeast of interstate 80-94 on the southern shore of Lake Michigan.”22  The 
proposed 1,100 acres of land for the football stadium was an environmentally hazardous, 
former industrial plot.  Gary Mayor-Elect Scott King supported the proposition 
immediately, claiming the stadium plan “provides a funding mechanism to turn a polluted 
industrial site...into a usable, attractive green land site.”  King’s hopes were dashed when 
21 Caldwell, Lori. “Voters Hand King a Resounding Victory.” Post-Tribune (IN): November 8, 
1995. Pg. A1. 
22 “Site of Proposed Bears Stadium an Environmental Mess.” NWI Times: November 17, 1995. 
101	  
a proposed 0.5% income tax increase in Lake County to pay for the new stadium was 
struck down in late January 1996.   
On February 28, 2000, King revealed plans were underway for a new sport-led 
urban renewal project in Gary, this time in the form of a baseball stadium.  In May, King 
announced he was going to ask the Gary Common Council to pass a resolution allotting 
$47 million in casino revenues for city redevelopment initiatives, including the 
construction of a $20 million baseball stadium and $7 million to renovate the Genesis 
Convention Center for a Continental Basketball Association (CBA) franchise.  Following 
a deferment on June 20th, resolution C.P.R. 00-15 2736 passed with a 5-4 vote in favor.  
A year later most of the buildings and homes in the path of the proposed baseball stadium 
were demolished.  According to Patterson, “of the 93 properties within the footprint of 
the stadium, all but 31 are now owned by the city.”23  Approximately $1 million from the 
$20 million stadium fund was used for property acquisition, purportedly to purchase 
homes at an average of $30,000-$40,000.24 City planners hoped the area would be clear 
by the end of the month to start the estimated thirteen-month construction process for the 
new stadium.   
In mid-June, Gary’s Public Information Director LaLosa Burns announced the 
groundbreaking ceremony for the baseball stadium would take place the following week 
on June 21st.  In addition to these announcements, changes were made in the agreement 
between the city and the incoming team.  According to the changes, “Gary must pay the 
team $50,000 for every home game postponed because of construction delays.  The 
23 Patterson, Steve. “Stadium Land Buys Near Complete.” Post-Tribune (IN): May 4, 2001. Pg. 
A1. 
24 Patterson. “Stadium Land Buys Near Complete.” A1. 
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penalty would rise to $75,000 for any games postponed after June 15, 2002.”25  These 
changes, as well as reported estimations of the stadium going over budget, spurred a 
wave of criticism among anti-stadium officials. According to Chuck Maclin, member of 
the Ad Hoc Committee for Good Government who opposed the stadium proposal, “It was 
a disgrace to use taxpayers’ money for a business that was privately owned.”26  Maclin’s 
accusations went further, accusing King of corrupt business practices.  According to 
Mike Clark, “Maclin also criticized the baseball stadium as a ‘sweetheart deal’ between 
King and a private sports venture formed by two attorneys who happen to work for Baker 
& Daniels, a major Indianapolis law firm that does substantial work for Gary and was a 
generous contributor to King’s re-election.”27  Attorney Douglas Grimes, also a member 
of the Ad Hoc Committee, shared his views, asserting that “King’s plans are for a 
‘regentrification’ of Gary’s center, a process that he said will draw people from outside 
Gary and result in expensive housing and taxes that people who live there now will be 
unable to pay.”28 
By the end of July in 2001 it was clear that the stadium would cost considerably 
more than expected.  More than $7.4 million was spent on the stadium and “all it has to 
show for it is four flattened city blocks.”29  In addition to rising construction costs, 
construction firms were expected to build the stadium in less than the proposed thirteen-
month plan to avoid fines connected with not starting the season on time.  King’s 
responded to these allegations. “Any public works project, whether it’s a federal 
25 Clark, Mike. “Construction to Start on Gary Stadium.” NWI Times: June 16, 2001.  
26 Clark, Mike. “Ceremony Marks (Near) Start of Stadium.” NWI Times: June 22, 2001. 
27 Clark. “Ceremony Marks (Near) Start of Stadium. 
28 Clark. “Ceremony Marks (Near) Start of Stadium. 
29 “Stadium Spending Starting to Cost the City Real Money.” Post-Tribune (IN): July 20, 2001. 
Pg. B6. 
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courthouse or a county jail, struggles to stay under budget.”30 Budget estimations 
revealed on September 19th upped the cost of the stadium to $35 million.  Bids for 
construction consistently came in higher than estimated.  According to Patterson, “some 
have blamed the 10-month window with which contractors have to squeeze in thirteen-
months of work, which some have said had led to inflated bids.”31  Some Gary citizens 
voiced their anger:32  
“I see why Mayor King can't give the city employees a 5 percent raise. He doesn't 
want to use the casino money because he needs it for that $20 million stadium that's 
going to cost $30 or $40 or maybe even $50 million.”   
“It's very obvious that Mayor King has no regard for the city of Gary or the 
protection of their citizens. It is an outrage to offer the policemen and firemen a 2 percent 
increase when he is spending millions in casino funds for a baseball stadium no one 
wants.”   
“I drive past the baseball stadium every day and haven't seen any progress. I'm 
wondering when it's time for the games to start. And if we don't play, will the councilmen 
pay the $50,000 out of their pockets or will we have to pay again?” 
Their anger was not unwarranted.  On November 6th King asked the Common 
Council to allot another $25 million to construct the stadium, bringing the total to $45 
30 Patterson, Steve. “Costs Hit Out of Ballpark.” Post-Tribune (IN): August 12, 2001. Pg. A1. 
31 Patterson, Steve. “Baseball Field Cost is Going, Going…” Post-Tribune (IN): September 21, 
2001. Pg. A1. 
32 “Quickly Neighbors WHAT DO YOU REALLY THINK OF THE BALLPARK?” Post-
Tribune (IN): September 21, 2001. Pg. A6. 
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million.33  To some, the cost of the stadium was not shocking.  According to Mamon 
Powers Jr., of Powers & Sons Construction, “when he received specification for the 
stadium in March, he figured construction costs at twice the estimate Mayor King 
previously told the council.”34  Some felt King knew the realistic cost of the stadium 
initially and hoped the $20 million redevelopment proposal for the stadium would be 
enough to get his foot in the door.  According to Patterson, “architect Martin DiNitto, 
who had several early meetings with King about the stadium, says he never quoted King 
a $20 million price.”35  Whether or not these allegations were true, King’s wishes were 
granted on November 20th when resolution C.P.R. 01-35 2780 passed; again receiving 
five votes.36  Alex Cherry, who voted against, responded: “This is insane…there are so 
many things we need to do as a community other than build a baseball stadium.  Major 
League Baseball is shutting down two teams, but we’re hell-bent on spending money to 
build this stadium.  This is just wrong.”37  Carolyn Rogers, previously unsupportive of 
the resolution, uneasily voted in favor of continuing construction.  “It would be very  
33 Patterson, Steve. “Council Balks at Adding $25 Million for Stadium.” Post-Tribune (IN): 
November 7, 2001. Pg. A1. 
34 Patterson, Steve. “Stadium Cost No Surprise to Some.” Post-Tribune (IN): November 15, 2001. 
Pg. A6. 
35 Patterson, Steve. “Just What Costs So Much?” Post-Tribune (IN): December 2, 2001. Pg. A11. 
36 Resolution C.P.R. 01-35 2780 (Final No.): 
A resolution of the City of Gary, Indiana, Common Council amending and restating 
resolution number 2736 entitled, “A resolution of the city of Gary, Indiana, Common Council 
pledging certain monies expected to be received by the city from the operation of the two gaming 
boats currently located in the city to the redevelopment commission for the payment of amounts 
owed in connection with revenue bonds to be issued by the city of Gary, Indiana, For and on 
behalf of the City of Gary redevelopment district.” Sponsored by: Mayor Scott L. King, City of 
Gary 
37 Patterson, Steve. “Council, Uneasily, Votes to Play Ball.” Post-Tribune (IN): November 24, 
2001. Pg. A1. 
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Source: Courtesy of John Delano of Hammond, Indiana 
Figure 6.6. The U.S. Steel Yard, Gary, Indiana 
Source: Courtesy of FatMatt77 
Figure 6.7. Interior of U.S. Steel Yard, Gary, Indiana 
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detrimental to the citizens to leave an unfinished stadium.”38  With budget and legal 
matters aside, the stadium went up (Figures 6.6-6.7).39 
The baseball stadium, similar to the Holiday Inn, Genesis Convention Center, 
Trump casinos, and various other Gary projects, was not effective in curbing the city’s 
decline.  The massive amount of money spent on this stadium, as well as the various 
other urban renewal initiatives in Gary, are gone or decaying, and the city has very little 
to show for them economically, socially, or physically.  The cost of all these various 
projects was never justified by any legitimate return on investment for Gary citizens.  
Instead, all the private investors and other involved parties reaped enough profits from 
these boondoggles to promote and permit implementation in the name of renewal.  City 
planners and private investors refused to put money in areas of Gary where it was clearly 
most needed.  They were unwilling to invest money into projects that did not cover their 
cost and create a profit.  The baseball stadium was arguably the pinnacle of poor 
investment in Gary.  The $45 million stadium was seemingly the mission of single man to 
fix his city.  King’s enthusiasm and unrelenting support of the stadium plan was in the 
face of pressure against the plan from multiple parties, including local citizens.  Unlike 
Pullman’s historic neighborhood designation, the stadium project did not attract 
significant local support.  Instead citizens voiced their anger about the project or, at the 
least, ignored the stadium project as an inevitable failure similar to other Gary urban  
38 Patterson.  “Council, Uneasily, Votes to Play Ball.” A1. 
39The stadium serves as the home for the Gary Railcats baseball team, but attendees often come 
from nearby towns and cities rather than Gary and they leave quickly after the game typically 
without spending money elsewhere in the city.    
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renewal initiatives.  After over a decade in the city, the stadium known as the U.S. Steel 
Yard did little to stimulate the local economy or reverse the downfall of the community. 
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CHAPTER 7. EPILOGUE 
In the late 1960s, Pullman and Gary took divergent paths of urban redevelopment 
in an attempt to reverse the decline and decay that defined their communities in the first 
half of the 20th century.  The Pullman community’s choice to gradually invest in 
revitalization rather than depend on a cataclysmic renewal approach ultimately led to 
their neighborhood renaissance throughout the 1970s and beyod.  By fixing their pre-
existing environment and avoiding the slum clearance that traditionally defined urban 
renewal, they effectively reversed their path of decline.  Gary’s continued efforts to clear 
land for projects to attract business or tourism failed repeatedly.  But a comparison 
between Gary and Pullman’s paths of renewal and revitalization only provide part of the 
picture.  Aside from Pullman’s successes and Gary’s repeated failures, much else divided 
these two communities.   
A close inspection of U.S. census data from 1950 to 2010 show some of the 
similarities and differences in these communities concerning population, employment, 
and housing (see table appendix).  One of the main dividing factors was the population 
size and demographic make up.  Gary was always considerably larger than Pullman, 
especially if we only consider historic south Pullman.  In 1950 the population of Gary 
was 133,911, compared to only 8,890 in greater Pullman and only 3,697 in south 
Pullman.  Census data shows 71% of Gary’s 1950 population as white and 29% black, 
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while in Pullman the community was 99.9% white.1  A decade later Gary’s population 
peaked at 178,320 while Pullman’s population declined slightly to 8,412.  Again Pullman 
was 99.9% white, but in Gary the black population grew considerably from 29% of the 
population in 1950 to 39% in 1960.  Between 1960 and 1970 Pullman experienced an 
immense demographic change and sizeable population growth.  Pullman’s northern 
census tract’s (5001, 5002) black population jumped from 0 to 5,227 within the decade, 
but south Pullman stayed 99% white.  In 1970, the black population of Gary surpassed 
the white population for the first time in the city’s history.  They comprised 53% of the 
174,415 resident population.  This demographic change in Pullman and Gary continued 
through the 1980s, 90s, and 2000s.  Throughout this period there was a growing Hispanic 
population in both areas.2  By 2010, Gary was 85% black and Pullman was 84% black.  
Pullman had a larger Hispanic population (8% to 4.3%), and Gary’s white population was 
slightly larger at 13.6% over 12%.   
In south Pullman the population was more diverse.  The demographic change over 
these decades was gradual.  In 2010 the area was 46% white, 45% black, and 25% 
Hispanic.  Gary and Pullman’s populations shrunk consistently throughout this period as 
well.  In Gary the population loss was drastic.  The 2010 population was 81,153 
compared to 175,415 forty years earlier.  In Pullman the drop was, again, gradual.  The 
2010 census showed a total Pullman population of 7,262 compared to 10,893 in 1970 
when the area experienced its 20th century population peak.  Jane Jacobs argued that these 
1 It should be noted that while Pullman’s population was 99.9% white (8,885 out of 8,890) this 
included foreign-born and native white in the 1950 census. See the first caveat (*) on Table 1 in 
the table appendix. 
2 Hispanic is identified separately in the U.S. census and includes people of mixed race and 
ethnicity.  See the second caveat (**) on Table 1 in the table appendix. 
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types of gradual demographic change and population drops in low-income and working 
class areas indicated successful growth and revitalization.  She believed gradual 
demographic change showed a population that moved by choice rather than necessity.  
She also argued gradual population change could mean an area was previously 
overcrowded and the population merely evened 
Differences in employment characteristics in these areas was also revealing.  
Unemployment rates and median income in the two communities were very similar 
throughout the 1950s, 60s, and 70s.    In the 1950s unemployment was 4.6% in Pullman 
and 5.6% in Gary and the median household income for the respective areas was $4,091 
and $3,688.  By 1970 Garyites had a slightly higher median income, but there 
unemployment was also higher.  Beginning in the 1990s Pullman tracts 5001 and 5003 
showed considerably more promising numbers than Gary and Pullman’s middle census 
tract 5002.  Unemployment in tract 5002 and Gary was very high in 1990 at 20.2% and 
16.7% compared to an average 10% in tracts 5001 and 5003.  In 2000 the median income 
differences were sizeable.   Citizens in tracts 5001 and 5003 had an average median 
income of $34,553 while Pullmanites in tract 5002 had an average median income of 
only $20,143 and Garyites $29,750.  In 2010 these disparities widened.  Pullman tract 
5002 had a shocking 43.9% unemployment rate with a $24,923 median household 
income.  Gary’s 18.2% unemployment was comparable with the other Pullman census 
tract’s 16.4% rate, but their median income was much lower.  The averaged median 
income in Pullman tracts 5001 and 5003 was $45,577, while in Gary’s it was only 
$26,956.  Also Gary’s 18.2% unemployment rate was arguably more devastating to the 
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area compared to Pullman because of the population differences.  5,144 of Gary’s 28,225 
civilian work force was unemployed in 2010.  The average unemployment rate of the 
entirety of Pullman was higher than Gary in 2010 (22.8%) but it was only 847 eligible 
civilian workers compared to Gary’s 5,144. This general widening in employment 
characteristics between Pullman and Gary since the 1970s may indicate some of the 
benefits and failures of their urban redevelopment plans. 
Along with population and employment characteristics, select housing 
characteristics from the 1950-2010 U.S. censuses also show some indication of Pullman 
and Gary’s redevelopment successes and failures as well as illustrate some of the 
disparities between the communities.  Unsurprisingly, the total number of housing units 
between the areas was the greatest disparity.  The total housing units in 1950 Gary was 
38,283 compared to only 2,430 in Pullman.  At this time, vacancy rates and housing/rent 
values were similar.3  Like the population and employment characteristics, these 
similarities diverged following the 1970s.  By 1990, housing values in Pullman were 
considerably higher than Gary and there were half as many vacant properties.  This trend 
continued throughout the 1990s and 2000s. The 2010 census showed 25.5% of Gary 
homes were vacant and the median housing value was $66,900.  In Pullman the vacancy 
rate was 15.2% and the median housing value was $129,400.  Similar to the employment 
characteristics, Pullman tracts 5001 and 5003 faired better than 5002, yet 5002 still 
retained higher housing values and lower vacancy rates than Gary.  The large difference 
in housing values between Gary and Pullman reflects the different area’s redevelopment 
3 Vacant housing includes housing that is for sale, for rent, seasonal, or boarded/dilapidated.  See 
the fifth caveat (***) on Table 13 in the table appendix. 
112 
plans.  The revitalization in Pullman boosted housing values through renovation of the 
existing historic structures.  Their redevelopment plans had a large focus on housing 
rather than economics like Gary.  Gary official’s plans for low-quality housing extended 
to slum clearance.  From the election of Richard Hatcher in 1967 through the election of 
Scott King in 1996, the only major focus on housing was a consistent effort to eliminate 
old and dilapidated structures in favor of urban renewal proposals. 
Census data, like all data sets, hide truths.  It proves informative about a location 
but struggles to give readers a real perception of imagery in a given area.  In the case of 
Gary, the national image of the city as a slum is one of its biggest issues.  This imagery 
undermines the effectiveness of the city’s urban renewal projects.  High crime rates and a 
decaying physical environment inhibit the city from positive economic change from these 
ventures.  Gary officials refuse to deal with the problems of the physical environment.  
James Q. Wilson and George L. Kelling’s Broken Window Theory in some ways 
suggests why these profit-first initiatives fail in a city like Gary.4  According to the 
theory, vandalism occurs quicker in areas where crime and anonymity are expected rather 
than in perceivably nicer neighborhoods.  In their article they reference an experiment 
done by Phillip Zombardo in 1969 where he placed two similar cars in the Bronx in New 
York City and in Palo Alto, California.  The car in the Bronx was quickly dismantled and 
chopped while the vehicle in Palo Alto sat untouched for nearly a week.  This experiment 
suggested that crime was more prevalent and possible in an environment where the 
physical setting was poor and decaying.  This theory could easily be applied to Gary 
4 Kelling, George L. and James Q. Wilson. “Broken Windows: The Police and Neighborhood 
Safety.’ The Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 249. No. 3,  (March 1982). Pgs. 29-38 
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where the downtown and residential areas are in extreme disrepair.  The broken windows, 
dilapidated buildings and other poor infrastructure visually remind people of Gary’s 
crime and poverty.  This imagery has a detrimental effect on any urban proposal in Gary 
that overlooks the poor condition of the physical environment.  
In addition to Wilson and Kelling’s Broken Windows Theory, Mark Gottdiener’s 
concepts of mental maps and the semiotics of place also suggest how imagery can have 
an impact on peoples’ perceptions of an environment.  According to Gottdiener, “People 
impute distinct meanings and associate specific emotions with places.  Often a single 
space…can invoke an incredible variety of such meaningful associations from 
individuals.”5  Mental maps connect emotion to place.  For example when somebody 
imagines their hometown they most likely think of a select few locations like their old 
school or the house they were raised.  Each of these different locations has immediate 
emotions attached to them whether it is a nostalgic feeling of home or frightening 
reminder of childhood schooling.  The semiotics of place allows individuals to make 
sense of the symbols within their mental map to designate areas among work, amusement 
and other categories.  In the case of Gary, mental maps can provide a very negative image 
for outsiders and locals.  The rundown environment in Gary and the poor living 
conditions of residents encourages a negative image in outsiders minds and the symbols 
or signs they connect to this specific mental map are equally negative.  When outsiders 
consider what Gary has to offer they rarely imagine education, amusement, or 
occupation.  They imagine a community nearly void of these basic necessities, what 
5 Gottdiener, Mark and Ray Hutchison. The New Urban Sociology 2nd Ed. McGraw Hill: Boston, 
(2000). Pg. 191. 
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urban scholar Olon Dotson would call a fourth world, where capitalist exploitation used 
and abandoned a physical space and left the predominantly minority and segregated 
population to remedy local problems themselves. 
From this evidence we can see that Gary clearly has a physical and social image 
issue, but there is also an issue of perception.  Robert Catlin argued that “the perception 
was that anyone walking Gary’s streets would be accosted by an unknown assailant and 
blown away before he had a chance to surrender his cash and jewelry.”6 Unfortunately, 
negative perceptions of Gary’s social environment are compounded by continued violent 
crime in the city.  In August of 2009, two shootings occurred in the parking lot of the 
Bennigan’s connected to the baseball stadium.  The first shooting on August 9th left five 
people wounded, four men and a woman, all local citizens.  The second shooting, at the 
end of August, left a nineteen-month old girl dead and a father in critical condition after a 
murder/suicide attempt.  Horrific incidents like these and the continued slum appearance 
of the city testify to incoming tourists of Gary’s numerous problems and leave them less 
inclined to spend money elsewhere in the city.  Forty years of slum clearance and profit-
first renewal initiatives created little change in Gary.  The city’s inability to deal directly 
with its physical infrastructure and residential/civic environment made their profit driven 
urban renewal attempts frivolous. Until Gary deals with its living environment and 
community image, the business community will continue to struggle.  New hotels, 
convention centers, casinos and/or sports stadiums do not directly address the needs of 
the majority of the population.   
6 Catlin. Racial Politics and Urban Planning. 54. 
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The Pullman community’s successful bids for local, state and national historic 
preservation status were the turning point in the community’s history.  Since these honors 
were bestowed it experienced an impressive rebirth.  Historic preservation benefitted the 
community on multiple levels.  It protected the site from encroachment by government 
agencies wishing to modify the area in any way.  It also blocked insurance companies and 
other businesses that built housing projects from stepping in and clearing areas for 
tenement housing in the name of renewal.  Historic preservation status protected the 
community from itself.  Many of the strict rules and regulations required to maintain 
historic preservation status meant that community members were barred from ruining 
their physical environment.  Historic preservation status garnered funding from multiple 
public and private avenues.  Illinois Governors John Thompson and George Ryan both 
contributed greatly to the community’s present condition with their work throughout the 
1990s.  Pullman’s decisions to invest in revitalization proposals and funding rather than 
renewal ultimately led to their neighborhood renaissance. 
Pullman today remains a clean and vibrant neighborhood in spite of its location in 
Chicago’s notoriously crime-ridden Southside.  In the fall of 2013 I attended the fortieth 
annual Historic Pullman House Tour.  The tour displayed eight Pullman houses as well as 
the Greenstone Church.  Each of the locations was undoubtedly unique in character and 
design and the homeowners were excited about the tour.  One resident, the owner of the 
Tyre residence at 533 E. 112th Street, a former executive row house, was particularly 
enthused with Pullman spirit.  He purchased the home in 2011 and undertook an 
extensive restoration including the recreation of original wood trim, reopening doorways, 
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installing reproduction lighting and plaster ceiling medallions, and repainting the interior 
in twenty-six colors.7  In addition to this, he filled the home with his large collection of 
antiques and Chicago memorabilia, even on the outside of the home.  His very small 
backyard had a gravel path that led from the backdoor to the front of the house. The path 
itself was comprised of stones and terra cotta fragments from historic Pullman and 
Chicago buildings.  He also had two sandstone sections of the wall that surrounded 
George Pullman’s mansion on Prairie Avenue laid out in his garden along with a bench 
from the 1933 Chicago Worlds fair.    
This same spirit was present among other Pullman homeowners who displayed 
their residences.  One gentleman dressed as a Pullman Porter and stamped our admission 
guides as we entered his home at 11348 St. Lawrence Avenue.  While we waited for the 
previous group to leave the residence, the homeowner explained how he was saving up 
money to refinish the exterior of his home.  He wanted to remove a façade placed on the 
row house sometime in the 1950s and restore the exterior to its original image.  This 
continued display of Pullman pride among residents is necessary for the community’s 
path of urban revitalization. 
Yet Pullman also has clear racial segregation issues similar to Gary, albeit on a 
smaller scale.  North Pullman and south Pullman remain distinctly separate 
neighborhoods, divided by the former factory complexes.  Since 1960 the residents in 
south Pullman undoubtedly pulled together to revitalize their surroundings reaping very 
positive social and physical benefit.  But this was done mostly without consideration of 




north Pullman.  Aside from Lyn Hughes’ HNPCDC and A. Phillip Randolph Pullman 
Porter Museum on the north side, the attention to historic restoration is incomparable to 
south Pullman.  This could possibly be due to the George Pullman’s initial neglect of 
north Pullman in his decision to concentrate most of his utopian community concepts 
south of the factory complexes where white residents lived.  The houses and buildings in 
south Pullman are considerably nicer, larger and better preserved than their north 
Pullman counterparts.  During the annual Pullman housing tour no houses were shown in 
north Pullman and no effort was made by any presenter or group to discuss north 
Pullman.  As I drove through north Pullman to and from the housing tour the physical 
and demographic differences were apparent.  South Pullman residents not showing their 
homes set up garage sales and sat in their front yards watching, trading and conversing 
with attendees as they passed.  These scenes were not present in north Pullman.  The 
housing was of a decidedly different character.  North Pullman’s housing was not defined 
by the strong, block-style of south Pullman.  Instead it is mostly small cottages and 
bungalows.  The unifying nature of south Pullman’s architecture was less evident in north 
Pullman.  People were not having garage sales or sitting out on their lawns; instead the 
streets of north Pullman were mostly quiet during this event.  
Despite this clear and literally physical divide between north and south Pullman, 
recent urban revitalization initiatives in Chicago have taken notice of this area.  The non-
profit Chicago Neighborhood Initiatives (CNI), the local U.S. Bank’s community 
118 
development subsidiary, and Wal-Mart developed a new plan to help north Pullman.8 The 
$350 million Pullman Park plan includes a new Wal-Mart location that opened in 
September, 2013, a 125,000 square foot recreational facility to be placed in a former 
Pullman factory, and 1,100 new residences in North Pullman.  In addition to this new 
construction and renovation, the CNI spent $4 million to purchase and fix homes in 
Pullman’s long neglected north side.  By the spring of 2012 the CNI already purchased 
fifteen homes for renovation and were working on another eleven.  In this process CNI 
lost money purchasing and reselling the homes.  According to David Doig, President of 
the CNI, “We sell them for $100,000, and it costs us probably double that to buy and redo 
them.  We have to renovate them to historic standards, which means custom windows and 
doors and architectural details like mansard roofs that have to be specially built.”9 In 
order to help pay for the loss in money renovating historic homes, the CNI received 
additional funding from the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, a federal program that 
helps fund organizations like the CNI to fix distressed properties.  This renewed focus on 
north Pullman as a historic site will hopefully bring much needed attention to the 
historically black neighborhood.  
So what can we learn by comparing these two communities and their paths to fix 
their communities?  Would Gary have seen a different future had it invested in gradual 
revitalization over cataclysmic urban renewal?  It is difficult to say, but if we use Pullman 
as an example for comparison the benefits of revitalization seem to show some promise. 
Clearly historic landmark status is not applicable to every environment, but the principles 
8 Sharoff, Robert. “Home of Chicago Rail Cars Set to Undergo Renovation.” The New York 
Times. March 20, 2012. Pg. B6. 
9 Sharoff. “Home of Chicago Rail Cars.” B6. 
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of Pullman’s revitalization efforts could be applied universally.  Bigger cities like Gary 
hope that enough business interest and enough tourism will trickle down to the rest of the 
community and eventually bring more business and a community revival, but this rarely 
happens.  And in the rare cases this does occur, it is in the face of massive slum clearance 
and often gentrification follows.  The Pullman community’s ability to retain their 
working-middle class living environment in the face of successful urban revitalization is 
also commendable.  On multiple levels Pullman could be the model for urban 
revitalization for future cities.  In the parting pages I provide recent images of both 
Pullman and Gary.  Considering Pullman opted to use residential revitalization and Gary 
attempted to stimulate their business sector I provide images of Pullman housing (figures 
7.1-7.8) and Gary business areas (figures 7.9-7.15).  These images bring the successes 
and failures of Pullman and Gary to life. 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.1. House tour attendees waiting to view Tyre residence, Pullman, Illinois 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.2. The Martello residence, 11403 St. Lawrence Avenue, Pullman, Illinois 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.3. The Martello residence, back yard 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.4. Pearson residence, 11348 St. Lawrence Avenue, Pullman, Illinois 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.5. An old addition to a Pullman home that was never removed 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.6. View of the street from Pearson residence 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.7. More Pullman row houses 
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Source: Personal collection, October 12, 2013 
Figure 7.8. Back yard garden in Pullman, Illinois 
128 
Source: Courtesy of Anthony Angelo Gabriello Jr., February 22, 2014 
Figure 7.9. Broadway, Gary, Indiana 
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Source: Courtesy of Anthony Angelo Gabriello Jr., February 22, 2014 
Figure 7.10. Broadway, Gary, Indiana 
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Source: Courtesy of Anthony Angelo Gabriello Jr., February 22, 2014 
Figure 7.11. Broadway, Gary, Indiana 
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Source: Courtesy of Anthony Angelo Gabriello Jr., February 22, 2014 
Figure 7.12. Typical vacant housing in Gary 
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Source: Courtesy of Anthony Angelo Gabriello Jr., February 22, 2014 
Figure 7.13. Signs of lost hope plague Gary 
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Source: Courtesy of Anthony Angelo Gabriello Jr., February 22, 2014 
Figure 7.14. The Gary Palace Theater 
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Source: Courtesy of Anthony Angelo Gabriello Jr., February 22, 2014 
Figure 7.15. “IF IT TAKES A VILLAGE TO RAISE A CHILD A CLEAN VILLAGE 
DOES IT BETTER.” – Gary Palace Theater 
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TABLE 1: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5001 – POPULATION BY RACE AND 
ETHNICITY, 1950-20101 
*The white column for 1950 includes individuals identified as white and foreign-born white.
**Hispanic/Latino is identified separately in these censuses and include people of mixed race.  Therefore 
these numbers do not seem to add up but in fact show a portion of the population representing multiple 
races such as individuals who identify as Black and Hispanic.  
^In 1950, Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003 were labeled as Tracts 697, 698, and 699.  In 1960 this changed to 
697, 698-Z and 699-Z.  Since 1970 these Tracts have been identified as 5001, 5002, and 5003. 
^^The 2010 census data was taken from the 2008-2012 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year 
estimates rather than the 2010 Decennial Census.  The data was accessed through the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
American Factfinder. 
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  U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. III, Census Tract Statistics, Part 1, Akron – Dayton, Chapter 10, 
Chicago, IL and Adjacent Area. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 1. Pg. 46. 
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Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table P-1. Pg. 68. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1970, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC(1)-43, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Part 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. Table P-1, Pg. 49. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1980, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC80-2-119, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Section 1: Tables P-1—P-8. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983. Table P-7. Pg. 
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U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts 
and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Chicago, IL PMSA, 
Section 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 8. Pg. 659. 
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1950*^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 










































TOTAL 2,631 2,991 5,887 5,800 4,835 4,600 3,585 
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TABLE 2: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5002 – POPULATION BY RACE AND 
ETHNICITY, 1950-20102 
1950*^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 




































TOTAL 2,570 2,300 2,250 2,457 2,628 2,362 2,003 
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TABLE 3: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5003 (HISTORIC PULLMAN) – 
POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 1950-20103 
1950*^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 










































TOTAL 3,698 3,121 2,756 2,084 1,881 1,959 1,674 
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TABLE 4: CHICAGO, IL, COMBINED CENSUS TRACTS 5001, 5002, AND 5003 – 
POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 1950-20104 
1950*^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 










































TOTAL 8,899 8,412 10,893 10,341 9,344 8,921 7,262 
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TABLE 5: GARY, IN – POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 1950-20105 
1950* 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 







































(1%) X X 
1,537 
(1.9%) 
TOTAL 133,911 178,320 175,415 151,953 116,646 102,746 81,153 
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TABLE 6: LAKE COUNTY, IN – POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 1950-
20106 
1950* 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 












































TOTAL 368,152 513,269 546,253 522,965 475,594 484,564 495,230 
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TABLE 7: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5001 – EMPLOYMENT 
CHARACTERISTICS, 
1950-20107 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
CIVILIAN WORK 
FORCE 1,004 1,297 2,496 X 2,564 2,069 1,853 
EMPLOYED 982 1,256 2,409 X 2,242 1,766 1,535 











MEDIAN INCOME $4,773 $8,037 $10,355 X X $38,621 $47,381 
MEAN INCOME X X $10,591 X X X $51,564 
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TABLE 8: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5002 – EMPLOYMENT 
CHARACTERISTICS, 
1950-20108 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
CIVILIAN WORK 
FORCE 1,153 1,003 993 X 1,025 869 841 
EMPLOYED 1,092 931 940 X 818 630 472 











MEDIAN INCOME $4,080 $6,428 $8,222 X X $20,143 $24,923 
MEAN INCOME X X $9,147 X X X $34,179 
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TABLE 9: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5003 (HISTORIC PULLMAN) – 
EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-20109 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
CIVILIAN WORK 
FORCE 1,838 1,365 1,274 X 879 953 1,025 
EMPLOYED 1,737 1,309 1,222 X 813 824 865 











MEDIAN INCOME $3,420 $6,283 $8,085 X X $30,485 $43,772 
MEAN INCOME X X $8,683 X X X $51,837 
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TABLE 10: CHICAGO, IL, COMBINED CENSUS TRACTS 5001, 5002, AND 5003 – 
EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-201010 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
CIVILIAN WORK 
FORCE 3,995 3,665 4,764 X 4,468 3,891 3,719 
EMPLOYED 3,811 3,496 4,571 X 3,873 3,220 2,872 











MEDIAN INCOME $4,091 $6,916 $8,887 X X $29,750 $38,692 
MEAN INCOME X X $9,473 X X X $45,860 
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TABLE 11: GARY, IN – EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-201011 
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
CIVILIAN WORK 
FORCE 57,639 65,375 66,227 61,215 47,546 42,187 28,225 
EMPLOYED 54,438 62,787 62,610 52,348 39,616 35,901 23,081 













MEDIAN INCOME $3,688 $6,004 $9,819 $17,235 $19,390 $27,195 $26,956 
MEAN INCOME X X $10,547 $18,893 $25,447 X $38,658 
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TABLE 12: LAKE COUNTY, IN – EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-201012 
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
CIVILIAN WORK 
FORCE 152,726 190,316 210,156 233,701 223,100 230,710 239,228 
EMPLOYED 146,303 183,772 201,345 211,794 203,966 213,407 209,455 













MEDIAN INCOME $3,890 $6,542 $10,913 $21,307 $30,439 $41,829 $49,315 
MEAN INCOME X X $11,678 $22,941 $35,077 X $62,143 
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TABLE 13: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5001 – HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, 
1950-201013 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
TOTAL UNITS 668 850 1,675 1,713 1,700 1,694 1,633 
OCCUPIED 661 831 1,662 1,701 1,668 1,661 1,436 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 636 807 1,431 1,021 943 913 727 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 25 24 231 680 725 748 709 













MEDIAN VALUE $12,362 $16,900 $19,100 $37,300 $59,000 $83,300 $137,700 
MEDIAN RENT X X $124 $187 $283 $392 $835 
***Vacant housing includes housing that is for sale, for rent, seasonal, or boarded up/dilapidate 
13	  U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. III, Census Tract Statistics, Part 1, Akron – Dayton, Chapter 10, 
Chicago, IL and Adjacent Area. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 3. Pg. 246. 
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TABLE 14: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5002 – HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, 
1950-201014 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
TOTAL 
UNITS 738 735 793 752 920 904 931 
OCCUPIED 726 673 756 690 823 743 703 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 438 365 437 431 387 309 339 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 288 308 319 259 436 434 364 














VALUE $8,059 $12,000 $14,200 $27,000 $44,900 $84,300 $104,900 
MEDIAN 
RENT $26.32 $75 $81 $173 $252 $405 $1,064 
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TABLE 15: CHICAGO, IL, CENSUS TRACT 5003 (HISTORIC PULLMAN) – HOUSING 
CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-201015 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
TOTAL 
UNITS 1,024 1,048 1,215 1,060 969 951 954 
OCCUPIED 1,011 916 1,112 976 856 859 845 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 445 304 448 434 430 432 311 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 566 612 664 542 426 427 534 














VALUE $6,504 $10,500 $11,800 $25,800 $51,800 $83,000 $145,600 
MEDIAN 
RENT $26.67 $65 $76 $147 $262 $402 $791 
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TABLE 16: CHICAGO, IL, COMBINED CENSUS TRACTS 5001, 5002, AND 5003 – 
HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-201016 
1950^ 1960^ 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
TOTAL 
UNITS 2,430 2,633 3,683 3,525 3,589 3,549 3,518 
OCCUPIED 2,398 2,420 3,530 3,367 3,347 3,263 2,984 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 1,519 1,476 2,316 1,886 1,760 1,654 1,377 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 879 944 1,214 1,481 1,587 1,609 1,607 














VALUE $8,975 $13,133 $15,033 $30,033 $51,900 $83,533 $129,400 
MEDIAN 
RENT $26.50 $70 $94 $169 $266 $400 $897 
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TABLE 17: GARY, IN – HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-201017 
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
TOTAL UNITS 38,283 52,297 54,252 X 47,082 43,630 41,325 
OCCUPIED 37,323 49,295 51,598 X 40,968 38,244 30,770 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 19,696 28,626 30,225 X 24,016 21,342 16,431 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 17,627 21,657 21,373 X 16,952 16,902  14,339 











MEDIAN VALUE X $13,300 $15,000 X $31,700 $53,400 $66,900 
MEDIAN RENT X $74 $80 X $220 $469 $699 
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TABLE 18: LAKE COUNTY, IN – HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, 1950-201018 
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010^^ 
TOTAL UNITS 106,072 150,183 167,175 X 183,014 194,992 208,913 
OCCUPIED 102,226 143,688 X X 170,748 181,633 182,028 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 60,128 92,234 106,760 X 115,720 125,249 127,855 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 42,098 51,454 53,264 X 55,028 56,384 54,173 











MEDIAN VALUE $8,724 $13,800 $16,900 X $54,100 $97,500 $137,400 
MEDIAN RENT $38.60 $76 $87 X $285 $544 $787 
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Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 26. Pg. 52. 
U.S. Census of Housing, 1950: Vol. 1, General Characteristics, Part 3, Idaho – Massachusetts, Part 14, 
Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 28. Pg. 64. 
U.S. Census of Housing, 1960, Vol. I, States and Small Areas, Part 3, Delaware – Indiana,  
Part 16, Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963. Table 12. Pg. 17. 
U.S. Census of Housing, 1960, Vol. I, States and Small Areas, Part 3, Delaware – Indiana,  
Part 16, Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963. Table 17. Pg. 47. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1970, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC(1)-79, Gary-Hammond-
East Chicago, Ind. SMSA. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. Table H-1. Pg. H-1. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts 
and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Gary-Hammond-East 
Chicago, IN PMSA. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 9. Pg. 65. 
U.S. Census, 2000, General Housing Characteristics, Summary File 1, 100-Percent Data, Matrices H3, 
H4, H5, H6, H7, and H16. American Factfinder: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/05. Geographies: Lake 
County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003 
U.S. Census, 2000, Contract Rent and Gross Rent, Summary File 3, Sample Data, Matrices H54, H56, 
H62, and H63. American Factfinder: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. 
Retrieved 2014 - 03/07. Geographies: Lake County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 
5002, and 5003. 
U.S. Census, 2000, Value, Mortgage Status, and Selected Conditions, Summary File 3, Sample Data, 
Matrices H7, H74, H76, H80, and HCT28. American Factfinder: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/07. Geographies: Lake 
County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003. 
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2008-2012, Selected Housing Characteristics. American 
Factfinder: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/07. 
Geographies: Lake County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003.
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HISPANIC** X X X X X X 









TOTAL 2,631 2,570 3,697 8,890 133,911 368,152 
19	  U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. III, Census Tract Statistics, Part 1, Akron – Dayton, Chapter 10, 
Chicago, IL and Adjacent Area. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 1. Pg. 46. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Part 14, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 34. Pg. 60. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Part 14, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 42. Pg. 106.	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BLACK 0 0 0 0 69,123 (39%) 
87,109 
(17%) 
HISPANIC** X X X X X X 









TOTAL 2,991 2,300 3,121 8,412 178,320 513,269 
20	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1960, Census Tracts, Final Repot PHC (1)-26, Chicago IL, 
SMSA. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table P-1. Pg. 68. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table 21. Pg. 68. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table 28. Pg. 132. 
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HISPANIC** X X X X X X 











TOTAL 5,887 2,250 2,756 10,893 175,415 546,253 
21	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1970, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC(1)-43, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Part 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. Table P-1, Pg. 49. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana, Chapter B. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973. Table 39. Pg. 206. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana, Chapter B. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973. Table 39. Pg. 208.	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TOTAL 5,800 2,457 2,084 10,341 151,953 522,965 
22	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1980, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC80-2-119, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Section 1: Tables P-1—P-8. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983. Table P-7. Pg. 
422. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1980, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Populations, Part 16, Indiana, PC80-1-B16, 
Chapter B. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1982. Table 25. Pg. 62. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1980, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Populations, Part 16, Indiana, PC80-1-B16, 
Chapter B. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1982. Table 45. Pg. 229.	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TOTAL 4,835 2,628 1,881 9,344 116,646 475,594 
23	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census 
Tracts and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Chicago, IL 
PMSA, Section 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 8. Pg. 659. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1990, General Population Characteristics, Part 16, Indiana, CP-1-16. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 6. Pg. 35. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1990, General Population Characteristics, Part 16, Indiana, CP-1-16. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 5. Pg. 19.	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TOTAL 4,600 2,362 1,959 8,921 102,746 484,564 
24	  U.S. Census, 2000, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, Summary File 1, 100-Percenet 
Data, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P12, P13, P17, P18, P19, P20, P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT5, PCT8, 
PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, and H12. American Factfinder: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/05. Geographies: Lake 
County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003.	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TOTAL 3,585 2,003 1,674 7,262 81,153 495,230 
25	  American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2008-2012, ACS Demographic and Housing Estimates. 
American Factfinder: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 
03/07. Geographies: Lake County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003.	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WORK FORCE 1,004 1,153 1,838 3,995 57,639 152,726 
EMPLOYED 982 1,092 1,737 3,811 54,438 146,303 












INCOME $4,773 $4,080 $3,420 $4,091 $3,688 $3,890 
MEAN 
INCOME X X X X X X 
26	  U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. III, Census Tract Statistics, Part 1, Akron – Dayton, Chapter 10, 
Chicago, IL and Adjacent Area. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 1. Pg. 46. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. III, Census Tract Statistics, Part 1, Akron – Dayton, Chapter 10, 
Chicago, IL and Adjacent Area. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 2. Pg. 151. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Part 14, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 35. Pg. 68. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Part 14, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 37. Pg. 74. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Part 14, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 43. Pg. 117. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. II, Characteristics of the Population, Part 14, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 45. Pg. 126.	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WORK FORCE 1,297 1,003 1,365 3,665 65,375 190,316 
EMPLOYED 1,256 931 1,309 3,496 62,787 183,722 












INCOME $8,037 $6,428 $6,283 $6,916 $6,004 $6,542 
MEAN 
INCOME X X X X X X 
27	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1960, Census Tracts, Final Repot PHC (1)-26, Chicago IL, 
SMSA. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table P-1. Pg. 68. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1960, Census Tracts, Final Repot PHC (1)-26, Chicago IL, SMSA. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table P-3. Pg. 393. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table 73. Pg. 210. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table 76. Pg. 228. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table 83. Pg. 259. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1960, Vol. I, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana. Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table 86. Pg. 283.	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WORK FORCE 2,496 993 1,274 4,764 66,227 210,156 
EMPLOYED 2,409 940 1,222 4,571 62,610 201,345 












INCOME $10,355 $8,222 $8,085 $8,887 $9,819 $10,913 
MEAN 
INCOME $10,591 $9,147 $8,683 $9,474 $10,547 $11,678 
28	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1970, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC(1)-43, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Part 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. Table P-3. Pg. 285. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1970, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC(1)-43, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Part 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. Table P-4, Pg. 403. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana, Chapter C. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973. Table 92. Pg. 360. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana, Chapter C. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973. Table 89. Pg. 339. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana, Chapter C. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973. Table 121. Pg. 498. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 16, Indiana, Chapter C. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973. Table 124. Pg. 522. 
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WORK FORCE X X X X 61,215 233,701 
EMPLOYED X X X X 52,348 211,794 




INCOME X X X X $17,235 $21,307 
MEAN 
INCOME X X X X $18,893 $22,941 
29	  U S. Census of Population, 1980, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Populations, Part 16, Indiana, PC80-1-
C16, Chapter C. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983. Table 120. Pg. 161. 
U S. Census of Population, 1980, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Populations, Part 16, Indiana, PC80-1-
C16, Chapter C. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983. Table 124. Pg. 189. 
U S. Census of Population, 1980, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Populations, Part 16, Indiana, PC80-1-
C16, Chapter C. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983. Table 176. Pg. 472. 
U S. Census of Population, 1980, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Populations, Part 16, Indiana, PC80-1-
C16, Chapter C. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983. Table 180. Pg. 508. 
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WORK FORCE 2,564 1,025 879 4,468 47,546 223,100 
EMPLOYED 2,242 818 813 3,873 39,616 203,966 












INCOME X X X X $19,390 $30,439 
MEAN 
INCOME X X X X $25,447 $35,077 
30	  U.S. Census of Population, 1990, Social and Economic Characteristics, Part 16, Indiana, CP-2-16. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 173. Pg. 477. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1990, Social and Economic Characteristics, Part 16, Indiana, CP-2-16. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 177. Pg. 505. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1990, Social and Economic Characteristics, Part 16, Indiana, CP-2-16. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 144. Pg. 268. 
U.S. Census of Population, 1990, Social and Economic Characteristics, Part 16, Indiana, CP-2-16. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 148. Pg. 308. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts 
and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Chicago, IL PMSA, 
Section 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 8. Pg. 659. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts 
and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Chicago, IL PMSA, 
Section 2. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 18. 
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WORK FORCE 2,069 869 953 3,891 42,187 230,710 
EMPLOYED 1,766 630 824 3,220 35,901 213,407 












INCOME $38,621 $20,143 $30,485 $29,750 $27,195 $41,829 
MEAN 
INCOME X X X X X X 
31	  U.S. Census, 2000, Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics, Summary File 3, Sample Data, 
Matrices P30, P32, P33, P43, P46, P49, P50, P51, P52, P53, P58, P62, P63, P64, P65, P67, P71, P72, 
P73, P74, P76, P77, P82, P87, P90, PCT47, PCT52, and PCT53. American Factfinder: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/05. Geographies: Lake 
County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003. 
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WORK FORCE 1,853 841 1,025 3,719 28,225 239,228 
EMPLOYED 1,535 472 865 2,872 23,081 209,455 












INCOME $47,381 $24,923 $43,772 $38,692 $26,956 $49,315 
MEAN 
INCOME $51,564 $34,179 $51,837 $45,860 $38,658 $62,143 
32	  American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2008-2012, Selected Economic Characteristics. 
American Factfinder: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 
03/07. Geographies: Lake County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003.	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UNITS 668 738 1,024 2,430 38,283 106,072 
OCCUPIED 
UNITS 661 726 1,011 2,398 37,323 102,226 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 636 438 445 1,519 19,696 60,128 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 25 288 566 879 17,627 42,098 












VALUE $12,362 $8,059 $6,504 $8,975 X $8,724 
MEDIAN 
RENT X $26.32 $26.67 $26.50 X $38.60 
33	  U.S. Census of Population, 1950: Vol. III, Census Tract Statistics, Part 1, Akron – Dayton, Chapter 10, 
Chicago, IL and Adjacent Area. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 3. Pg. 246. 
U.S. Census of Housing, 1950: Vol. 1, General Characteristics, Part 3, Idaho – Massachusetts, Part 14, 
Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 17. Pg. 19. 
U.S. Census of Housing, 1950: Vol. 1, General Characteristics, Part 3, Idaho – Massachusetts, Part 14, 
Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 26. Pg. 52. 
U.S. Census of Housing, 1950: Vol. 1, General Characteristics, Part 3, Idaho – Massachusetts, Part 14, 
Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953. Table 28. Pg. 64. 
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UNITS 850 735 1,048 2,633 52,289 150,183 
OCCUPIED 
UNITS 831 673 916 2,420 50,275 143,688 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 807 365 304 1,476 28,626 92,234 
RENTER 




















RENT X $75 $65 $70 $62 $64 
34	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1960, Census Tracts, Final Repot PHC (1)-26, Chicago IL, 
SMSA. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962. Table H-2. Pg. 615. 
U.S. Census of Housing, 1960, Vol. I, States and Small Areas, Part 3, Delaware – Indiana,  
Part 16, Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963. Table 12. Pg. 17.  
U.S. Census of Housing, 1960, Vol. I, States and Small Areas, Part 3, Delaware – Indiana,  
Part 16, Indiana. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963. Table 17. Pg. 47.	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UNITS 1,675 793 1,215 3,683 54,252 167,175 
OCCUPIED 
UNITS 1,662 756 1,112 3,530 51,598 X 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 1,431 437 448 2,316 30,225 106,760 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 231 319 664 1,214 21,373 53,264 










VALUE $19,100 $14,200 $11,800 $15,033 $15,000 $16,900 
MEDIAN 
RENT $124 $81 $76 $94 $80 $87 
35	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1970, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC(1)-43, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Part 2. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. Table H-1. Pg. 49. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1970, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC(1)-79, Gary-Hammond-
East Chicago, Ind. SMSA. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. Table H-1. Pg. H-1. 
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UNITS 1,713 752 1,060 3,525 X X 
OCCUPIED 
UNITS 1,701 690 976 3,367 X X 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 1,021 431 434 1,886 X X 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 680 259 542 1,481 X X 






(4.5%) X X 
MEDIAN 
VALUE $37,300 $27,000 $25,800 $30,033 X X 
MEDIAN 
RENT $187 $173 $147 $169 X X 
36	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1980, Census Tracts, Final Report PHC80-2-119, Chicago, Ill, 
SMSA, Section 3: Tables P-13—H-6. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1983. Table H-1. Pg. 
70.
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UNITS 1,700 920 969 3,589 47,082 183,014 
OCCUPIED 
UNITS 1,668 823 856 3,347 40,968 170,748 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 943 387 430 1,760 24,016 115,720 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 725 436 426 1,587 16,952 55,028 












VALUE $59,000 $44,900 $51,800 $51,900 $31,700 $54,100 
MEDIAN 
RENT $283 $252 $262 $266 $220 $285 
37	  U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census 
Tracts and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Chicago, IL 
PMSA, Section 3. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 9. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts 
and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Chicago, IL PMSA, 
Section 1. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Pg. 887. 
U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990, Population and Housing Characteristics for Census Tracts 
and Block Numbering Areas, Chicago-Gary-Lake County, IL-IN-WI CMSA (Part), Gary-Hammond-East 
Chicago, IN PMSA. Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1992. Table 9. Pg. 65.	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UNITS 1,694 904 951 3,549 43,630 194,992 
OCCUPIED 
UNITS 1,661 743 859 3,263 38,244 181,633 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 913 309 432 1,654 21,342 125,249 
RENTER 



















RENT $392 $405 $402 $400 $469 $544 
38	  U.S. Census, 2000, General Housing Characteristics, Summary File 1, 100-Percent Data, Matrices H3, 
H4, H5, H6, H7, and H16. American Factfinder: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/05. Geographies: Lake 
County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003 
U.S. Census, 2000, Contract Rent and Gross Rent, Summary File 3, Sample Data, Matrices H54, H56, 
H62, and H63. American Factfinder: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. 
Retrieved 2014 - 03/07. Geographies: Lake County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 
5002, and 5003. 
U.S. Census, 2000, Value, Mortgage Status, and Selected Conditions, Summary File 3, Sample Data, 
Matrices H7, H74, H76, H80, and HCT28. American Factfinder: 
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/07. Geographies: Lake 
County, IN, Gary, IN, and Chicago, IL Census Tracts 5001, 5002, and 5003. 
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UNITS 1,633 931 954 3,518 41,325 208,913 
OCCUPIED 
UNITS 1,436 703 845 2,984 30,770 182,028 
OWNER 
OCCUPIED 727 339 311 1,377 16,431 127,855 
RENTER 
OCCUPIED 709 364 534 1,607  14,339 54,173 












VALUE $137,700 $104,900 $145,600 $129,400 $66,900 $137,400 
MEDIAN 
RENT $835 $1,064 $791 $897 $699 $787 
39	  American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2008-2012, Selected Housing Characteristics. American 
Factfinder: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Retrieved 2014 - 03/07. 
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